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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. Watkin Witttams, Q.C., gave notice in the House 
of Commons on Monday that on Friday he would ask 
the Home Secretary whether it was true, as stated in the 
legal journals, that her Majesty’s judges had passed a 
resolution to the effect that reporters should not be 
admitted to hear and report the decisions upon matters 
disposed of at the judges’ chambers in Serjeants’-inn ; 
secondly, whether any reason had been assigned for 
sich a proceeding; and, thirdly, whether, in the opinion 
of her Majesty’s Government, such proceeding on the 
part of the judges was constitutional or expedient, and 
whether the Government would take steps to prevent the 
exclusion of reporters from judges’ chambers. We write 
before the answer to this question is known; but we have 
some reason to believe that, in case the Home Secretary is 
unable to announce that the resolution is to be rescinded 
or modified, the matter will again be brought before the 
House in another form. 





Ir WiLL BE REMEMBERED that in October, 1874, the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, moved by a soli- 
citor desiring to proceed to the bar, and believing himself 
able to pass all proper examinations and tests, but unable 
to encounter the loss of income incident to the twelve 
terms required to be kept, applied to the Inns of Court 
with the view to obtain a repeal or modification of the 
tiles relating to the call of solicitors to the bar. 
A joint committee of the four Inns of Court was 
appointed to consider the subject, and ultimately 
each of the Inns replied that it was considered 
“ihexpedient” to comply with the suggestion, each 
of the Inns also pointing out that, “by Act of Parlia- 
ment, a barrister cannot become a solicitor until he has 
ceased to be a barrister for three years.’ From a 
letter which we print in another column, it will be seen 
that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, with 
the view of facilitating the access of solicitors to the bar, 
and of barristers to the roll of solicitors, have resolved 
that it is expedient that the law should be amended, 
and that barristers of not less than five years’ standing 
should, on quitting the bar and passing such examina- 
tion as the council may approve, be admitted as solicitors. 





We nave pornrep out elsewhere that the proposal to 
create Lords of Appeal, who, during their tenure of office, 
shall be admitted to sit and vote as peers of Parliament, 
is not a new one, and we may here add that in 1851 Lord 

@ gave notice of a motion for an address to the 

House, “ praying that, for theadvantage of this House,and 
for the honour of the legal profession, her Majesty will be 
Staciously pleased to sanction the erection of the offices of 
Lord Chancellor, Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench, 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and Chief Baron of the 
uer, in England, into baronies, which shall en- 

title the holders of the said offices to writs of summons 





to Parliament by tenure of the said offices;” but the ob- 
jection was raised that a peerage to be held during tenure 
of office could only be created by an enactment of the 
Legislature, and the motion does not appear to have 
been made. The proposal was renewed in a somewhat 
different form in 1869, when a motion was made by Lord 
Redesdale praying her Majesty to erect the office of 
Lord Chancellor into a barony entitling the holder to a 
writ of summons to Parliament, ‘‘ and that such writ of’ 
summons as aforesaid shall make the perzon receiving: 
the same, although he may not continue to hold the said. 
office, a peer of Parliament for life without remainder: 
to the heirs of his body.” The motion was withdrawn, 
the Lord Chancellor having pointed out the difficulty 
attaching to an ex-Chancellor continuing a peer after his 
barony had gone from him upon the resignation of his 
office. If we gather correctly from the Lord Chancellor's 
speech that the Bill (which is not yet printed) will provide 
that the Lords of Appeal are to receive writs of summons 
to sit and vote in the House only during their tenure of 
office, the position of an ex-Lord of Appeal will be a some- 
what remarkable one, yet not without precedent. It ap- 
pears that in 1606 James I. granted to Sir James Hay the 
name and title of Lord Hay, with precedence next to the 
barons of England, but not to enjoy any place or vote 
in Parliament. And Charles I., in 1644, is said to have: 
created Sir John de Reede, ambassador for the States: 
General, Baron Reede, to hold to him and the heirs male 
of his body, but without a voice or seat in Parliament 
(see Nicholas’s letter to the Duke of Wellington, p. 41). 





Tue Jupiciat Commirrer of the Privy Council have 
pronounced a wise and judicious judgment in'the case of 
Jenkins v. Cook. They have reversed the extraordinary 
decision of Sir Robert Phillimore that a layman who 
publishes a selection from the Bible omitting (amongst 
many others) all passages having reference to future 
punishment or to the existence and personality of Satan, 
and who by letter privately informs his minister that he 
considers that the passages omitted are in their generally 
received sense, in his opinion, incompatible with religion 
or decency, is an ‘‘ open and notorious evil liver” with- 
in the meaning of the rubric prefacing the communion 
service, or at all events is a “‘ common and notorious de- 
praver of the Book of Common Prayer” within the mean- 
ing of the 27th canon of 1603. The conclusion at which 
the Committee have arrived, however, was based entirely 
on the evidence, and the impression prevailing amongst 
some of our contemporaries that their lordships have 
held that the denial of the existence or personality of the 
devil is a denial consistent with the formularies of the 
Church of England is absolutely without foundation. 
“ They desire,” it is said in the judgment, “ to state in the 
most emphatic manner both that there is not before them 
any evidence that the appellant entertains the doctrines 
imputed to him by the Dean of Arches, and that they do 
not mean to decide that those doctrines are otherwise 
than inconsistent with the formularies of the Church of 
England.” ‘The decision amounts to no more than this 
(if indeed it amounts to so much)—that every layman 
has a right to receive the communion (having given the 
prescribed notice, at all events) unless he is an “ open and 
notorious evil liver so that the congregation be thereby 
offended,” or unless he is a “common and notorious de- 
praver of the Book of Common Prayer.” 

With regard to the language of the rubric, the Com- 
mittee entertain no doubt that “evil liver” is a word 
limited to moral conduct, and recognize to the utmost 
the distinction between conduct and belief; and as no 
imputation whatever could be or was made against the 
appellant, they dismiss summarily any defence which the 
respondent could base on the language of the rubric. It 
may be observed here that the rubric plainly points to 
public scandal. Offence to the congregation is that 
against which the minister has to guard; andin Mr. 
Jenkins’ case there was no evidence that the congrega- 
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tion had been in any way offended, although we do not 
doubt that the controversy, when it had once arisen, 
furnished the tea-tables of Clifton with an agreeable set- 
off to the monotony of provincial existence. There was 
nothing to show that any member of the congregation 
either knew or cared about Mr. Jenkins’ views. True there 
was the private letter we have referred to addressed to Mr. 
Cook ; but that was not “ open or notorious.” If Sir Robert 
Phillimore had referred to the rules according to which a 
Roman Catholic priest acts in wituholding the commu- 
nion, he would have found that even in that Church 
scandal to the congregation is the only ground on which 
the communion can be lawfully refused. Thus, a priest 
who, in confession, has heard froma parishioner that he 
has been guilty of grave crimes, and that he is not 
repentant, would still be bound to administer the sacra- 
ment to him, provided his crimes had not offended the 
eongregation. 

The question remained, after the rubric had been 
dealt with, whether Mr. Jenkins was a “common and 
notorious depraver of the Book of Common Prayer” 
within canon 27 of 1603. And here the recent judg- 
ment is eminently cautious. It is based entirely on the 
fact that Mr. Jenkins was not proved to be a ‘‘ common 
and notorious depraver”’ of the Prayer-book. He had 
published “selections” from the Bible ; but that was not 
depravation of the Prayer-book; for, if so, the authors 
of the Lectionary, which consists of selections, would 
be guilty of depravation. Nor could his letter 
be construed as a depravation, or at least, as a ‘“‘ common 
and notorious” depravation. Assuming, therefore, that 
the canon had any bearing on the subject, it was held 
that, as a matter of fact, Mr. Jenkins had not offended 
against it. But it has by no means been decided that 
the canon has any application. “Their lordships do not 
decide that the canons, which do not, as such, bind the 
laity, could of their own authority prescribe causes [of 
repelling] which would be sufficient or lawful within the 
meaning of the statute [1.e., of the rubric prefixed to the 
communion service].”” If Mr. Jenkins had been found 
to be acommon and notorious depraver of the Prayer- 
book, but not a common and notorious evil liver, an in- 
teresting question would have arisen. It would then 
hae been necessary to consider whether the canons have 
anything whatever to do with a layman’s right to receive 
the communion. Butas the Committee held that the 
appellant was neither an evil liver nor a depraver, this 
point was not raised. Indeed, the whole case is destitute 
of any real importance. The court have decided nothing 
whatever about the ‘‘ personality of Satan;” they have 
simply said what was sufficient to say, and what may 
thus be summarized :—“ Mr. Jenkins is assuredly not an 
evil liver nor a depraver of the Prayer-book; and even if 
he had been proved to be either the one or the other, he 
is not shown to have been living evilly or depraving the 
Prayer-book ‘ openly or notoriously.’ The congregation 
have not been offended, and therefore he cannot be law- 
fully repelled.” 





Tue RESOLUTION adopted at the recent meeting of the 
members of the late Home Circuit needs a little explan- 
ation to render it intelligible. The etiquette with re- 
ference to accepting briefs on foreign circuits is, shortly 
stated, as follows:—A Queen’s Counsel can only take a 
brief on another circuit than his own with a special re- 
taining fee of 300 guineas; a junior only with a fee of 
fifty guineas. The mode of enforcing this rule has been 
by social penalties, and, as in other cases of social obli- 
gation, the sanction would, no doubt, be sufficient so 
long as social opinion is decided. When, however, a 
great circuit like the late Home Circuit affirms 
that so far as its members are concerned, no 
such opinion any longer exists, it is obvious that 
the rule is practically at an end. There was a 
general concurrence among the members present 
at the recent meeting that the system of special 





mE 
retainers should be modified or abolished, but a 
minority were in favour of merely submitting the question 
to the other circuits ; ultimately, however, it was 

that the rule requiring a counsel to exact a Special 
retaining fee before he can accept a brief Upon 
a circuit other than his own cannot be just, 
fied, and that a convenient opportunity no, 
presents itself for abolishing the restriction, 
Practically, the resolution will probably not make 
considerable change in the distribution of business, ‘Th, 
sittings in London during the circuits, and the special com, 
missions issued for Surrey, will, it is likely, absorb the 
attention of most of the leaders of the late Home Circuit, 
and the occasions on which they will be summoned tp 
other circuits are not expected to be very numeroys, 
But we think the public are to be congratulated on the 
introduction of the principle involved in the recent rego, 
lution. It is for the public interest that suitors in every 
part of the kingdom should be able to have the best legal 
assistance they can obtain, and we are confident no cop- 
siderations of professional or private interest will prevent 
the members of others circuits from giving in their ad. 
hesion to the resolution arrived at by the members of 
the late Home Circuit. 





Tue appornTMeNT of Mr. H. W. Verey as an official 
referee, to which we called attention last week, has not 
been suffered to pass without question. Mr. Waddy, 
Q.C., has given notice that on the earliest practicable day 
he will move a resolution on the subject. ‘We shall be 
curious to hear the explanation which may be vouch. 
safed of the reasons for the appointment. 


Tne AtrorNEx-GENERAL has summoned a meeting of 
the bar, at the Middle Temple Hall, on Saturday, 
February 26, to consider the provisions of Mr. Norwood’s 
Bill to enable barristers to sue for fees and to render 
them liable for negligence. 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


Tue Cuancery Broxer.—The case of Jn re Under. 
taking of the West Riding, &c., Bill, before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon, on January 29, was a petition for the 
interim investment in Consols of a Parliamentary deposit. 
In these cases, which are of comparatively frequent 
occurrence, the order is granted almost of course, 
and the investment takes place in the same manner 
as all other investments of funds in court. But 
in the recent case the parties asked that their own 
broker might be employed instead of the chancery broker. 
Rule 60 of the Chancery I'unds Consolidated Rules, 1874, 
provides that, when money in court is, in pursuance of 
an order, to be invested in specified securities, the Chancery 
Paymaster shall direct the money to be paid to the 
broker conditionally upon his causing such securities to 
be transferred or deposited to the account of the Pay- 
master-General for the time being, on behalf of the Cowt 
of Chancery, and the cheque, or authority, or direction 
for payment of such money, shall specify the title of 
the cause or matter to the credit of which the securities 
purchased are to be placed in the books of the Chan- 
cery Pay Office. The learned judge decided that the 
words “the broker” in this clause referred, not 
to the chancery broker, but to any broker who 
might be employed. ‘There is not, so far as we are 
aware, any precedent for this decision, however reasol- 
able in some respects it may seem, and we are not 
surprised to hear that the learned Vice-Chancellor has 
since withdrawn the order. The object of having # 
chancery broker is that the funds in court ordered to 
be in vested may always rcmain in the hands of an officet 
of the court until the securities purcbascd are brought 
into the account to which the money stocd, and it 
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slain from the rule we have quoted above that even the 
chancery broker is not trusted unconditionally with 
funds 1m court. Moreover, the chancery broker is paid 
by salary, and the Treasury gets the benefit, to the 
extent we believe of £10,000 a year, of the full 
brokerage which is charged to the suitor in every case, 
and is, of course, deducted from the sum paid out for 
the purposes of the investment. It is evident that 
the recent application arose out of the ordinary 
practice in cases where the investment of railway com- 
pensation money is directed. In such cases it is cus- 
tomary to direct the investment to be made without de- 
ducting brokerage, upon the undertaking of the peti- 
tioners to pay the amount of the brokerage to the chan- 
cery broker. Obviously this is done in order that the 
persons entitled to the fund may have the whole amount 
invested, and that the brokerage may be paid by the com- 
pany in accordance with their liability. In the case of a 
parliamentary deposit the petitioners are the parties 
liable to pay the expenses of the investment of their 
own fund. 





Orpers ny Consent.—The case of The Repudlic of 
Bolivia v. National Bolivian Navigation Company, of 
which we give a full note elsewhere, furnishes a useful 
illustration of the loose practice in the Chancery Division 
in connection with consent orders. The parties agree to 
take a certain order, and the court or judge is asked to 
adoptit, the terms not being stated. Ordinarily, the only 
¢ondition imposed by the judge is that all the parties 
should be competent. It, no doubt, rarely happens that 
such orders are called in question, but if care were taken 
that the terms of the order asked for should be stated, 
the expense might be avoided of pronouncing orders 
which sometimes prove absolutely ineffective. 





Motions ror JupGment sy Deravutt or PLEapiInc.— 
The Master of the Rolls, in a case of Hall v. Snelling, 
has intimated his opinion that, as a general rule, actions 
in which these motions are to be made should be set 
down in the list with the other actions to await their 
tun for trial, and that the application for judgment 
should not be made on motion day. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 

Action For ADMINISTRATION—TITLE oF Warr—Crept- 
ToR Ss AcTIoN,—Upon an application on Saturday, February 
12, toamend the writ of summons in a creditor’s action 
for administration of real and personal estate (Eyre v. 
Con), the Master of the Rolls directed the writ to be in- 
titaled in the matter of the estate, as prescribed by the 
forms in appendix C. with respect to pleadings. observing 
that the object of that heading was to show upon the re- 
sister what estates were affected by actions for adminis- 
tration. [See the notice by the Record and Writ Clerks, anée, 
p.276.] In the same case a statement of claim had been 
delivered, expressing that the plaintiff sned on behalf of 
all the creditors, which fact, however, did not appear upon 
the writ. His lordship held that it was sufficient so long 
&8 these words appeared in the statement of claim, 


Evipence raken ny ORDER UPON AFFIDAVIT AFTER 
OTICE or TrRiat—Orp. 38, k. 6.—In an action for fore- 
closure ( Waring v. Lacey) tried on Monday, February 14, 
the plaintiff tendered evidence upon affidavit which had 
n taken under an order made at chambers after notice 
oftrial had been given. ‘The Master of the Rolls held that 
ho dificulty was occasioned by ord. 38, r. 6, in the case of 
evidence taken under a jadge's order ; the provision in that 
tule as to notice of trial being given after the close of the 
evidence did not apply. 


> SEPARATE TRIAL oF Qurstion or Law on or A Par- 
ag Issun or Fact—Onp, 34, rx. 1, 2; Orn. 40, rn. 8. 
na case of The Republ.ec of Bolivia v. The National 





Bolivian Navigation Comvany, an order to the following 
effect was by consent made at chambers, on the 30th of 
November last:—'hat the cause should be placed in the 
paper for considering the question whether the plaintiffs 
would npon the pleadings be entitled to any relief upon the 
assumption that the allegations in the bill were true except 
so far as they were inconsistent with the documents referred 
to in the answers, to the intent that, in case the court should 
be of opinion that it had before it all the materials neces- 
sary for finally determining the questions in dispute, or any 
of them, without waiting for the determination of the issues 
of fact between the parties, then judgment might be given, 
or such order might be made as shouli seem just ; 
but in case the court should be of opinion that it had not 
before it all such materials, and that the plaiatiffs’ right to 
relief might depend upon the truth‘of the allegations so 
assumed, then that the pleadings might be taken to be closed, 
and that the parties might be at liberty to proceed to trial 
of the issues of fact, and directions might be given with 
reference to such trial; and it was ordered that all parties 
should have the same right of appeal from the decision of 
the court as if the question of law had been raised by 
special case under ord. 34. On Monday, February 14, the 
cause came on to be heard under this order before 
the Master of the Rolls, but his lordship having at once ex- 
pressed a doubt whether the consideration of the question so 
raised was within his jurisliction, a long discussion ensued 
on this point. It was argued that the order was competent 
under ord. 34, r. 2; that it brought the case before the court 
as if on a demurrer to the bill p/vs the documents referred 
to; that if those documents had, in fact, been incorporated 
in the bill the question of law might have been tried upon 
demurrer, and this order, by the consent of the parties, put 
the matter in that identical position ; further, that a ques- 
tion of fact being proposed to be tried—namely, whether, 
looking at the documents, the statements in the bill were or 
were not true—the order was proper under ord. 40, r. 8; and, 
lastly, that the parties were precluded by the consent from 
objecting to the order. His lordship in the course of the 
discussion, observed that ord. 34, r. 2, did not appear to 
enable a trial upon hypothetical facts as if on a demurrer, 
with power reserved to dispute the facts afterwards. The 
facts could only be thus dealt with by the parties actually 
modifying the bill so as to admit a demurrer, or by agreeing 
upon a special cave. ‘The rale app'ied to a question of law 
upon admitted or proved facts, not upon facts assumed. 
Ord. 40, r. 8, did not seem to help the matter, for in this 
case no issue of fact had been ordered to be tried, but only 
a question of construction ; or if any issue of fact, it was 
not to be finally determined. Though in case of a decision 
one way the case would be ended, yet in another event the 
whole of the facts would be lett at large. Nor could the 
parties have aright to appeal if the order and any decision 
thereunder was beyond the jurisdiction of the court, 
for thea the whole matter was purely by consent, as to 
which no appeal lay, and none could be reserved by the 
parties. His lordship then discharged the order, and said 
that it assamed him to have a jarisdiction which was not 
possessed by any judge; and that the fact that it was made 
by consent would not justify him in acting upon it, for this 
reason, that tke order itself showed that the parties con- 
sented upon the footing of an appeal being open, whereas, 
iu fact, no appeal would lie, the order having no validity 
except by the consent, and a consent order being non- 
appealable, and incapable of being made appealable by any 
act of the parties. If, therefore, he were to transgress 
his jurisdiction by acting upon the order, still the parties 
could not have the whole of what the order was intended 
to give them. He would do wrong in thus carrying out the 
order in part, and the parties as against one another could 
not take partial advantage of an order that was incapable 
of being carried out in its entirety. As to the jarisdiction, 
what the order contemplated was that the court should put 
together for itself a set of supposititious facts, aud so frame 
& hypothetical special case, and then pronounce thereon a 
decision of law. The facts, however, were still to be open 
to betried again. If there was jurisdiction to take such 
& course, it would be highly inconvenient, for the result of 
a difficult investigation of facts avd consideration of law 
might be that none of the real issues of fact in the case 
was determined, and that the question of law decided did 
not assist the decision of the action. His lordship then con- 
sidered the rules of court referred to. Under ord, 34, 
r. 2, the question of law was to be tried before any evi, 
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dence was given. Here he was asked to decide a question 
of law, not upon the facts to be proved, but upon some of 
them only. ‘That was not contemplated by the rule. The 
rule was intended to be applied in cases where the judge 
saw his way to the determination ot the action, not to en- 
able the decision of points of law which might not arise in 
the action atal]. For example, when it was alleged in a 
patent case that the specification was vague or ambiguous, 
that question would have to be tried. It might be tried 
without any evidence, and it might be convenient to try it 
at the outset. Then ord. 40, r. 8, provided for a case 
“ where issues had been ordered to be tried, or issues or 
questions of fact to be determined in any manner.” Here 
the judge was not empowered by the order to “ determine” 
any fact, and the rule therefore did not cover the case. 
But his lordship held that this rule, equally with the 
former, was intended to provide for the trial of matters 
material to the action, and which must arise therein. To 
take another instance from a patent case, suppose there 
were two issues, novelty and infringement, of which the 
latter alone was ready to be tried. It was an issue which 
would have to be tried in the action, and it might be con- 
venient to try it first. Another good example was within 
his lordship’s own recollection, ina case where there were 
two issues: Was the plaintiff heir? and What was the 
effect of certain documents ? It was impossible, although it 
would have been very convenient, to try the latter question 
first, because the documents did not all appear on the bill ; 
but such a case would now be a proper one for the applica- 
tion of this rule. 


Motion ror JupGMENT BY DeEravtt oF PLEADING.— 
Before the Master of the Rolls, on Thursday, the 17th 
(motion day), Chitty,Q.C., and Giffard moved for judg- 
ment, under ord. 29, r. 19, against the defendant in an ac- 
tion of Hall v. Snelling who was in default for not deliver- 
ing a defence. The action was by a mortgagee, and the 
claim was fora sale, and for further and other relief. It 
was alleged at the bar that the security when realized 
would be insufficient to pay the mortgage debt, and the 
court was asked to make an order on the defendant to pay 
the difference (if there should be any) pursuant to his 
covenant. The Master of the Rolls said there was a pre- 
liminary objection to the motion in the wording of r. 10, 
‘‘the plaintiff may set down the action.” To this it was 
replied that the action had been set down, and that the 
Vice-Chancellor Hallhad made an order on motion ina similar 
state of things in a recent case of Roupell v. Parsons 
The Master of the Rolls said that he thought that setting 
down meant setting down for trial in the list with other 
actions, and that the meaning of the rule was not that the 
judgment in these cases was to be applied for on motion 
day, but that the action was to wait its turn for trial, 
What Vice-Chancellor Hall had done was in effect ad- 
vancing the action. Of conrse any judge could advance 
an action if he pleased, but he must be careful not to 
prejudice the interests of the other suitors. The case be- 
fore him was, however, so short that he did not think the 
other suitors were prejudiced by his hearing it on motion 
day. On themain point of the case he said there was uo 
authority for such an order for payment as had been ap- 
plied for. It bad never been held that the prayer for 
further relief authorized such an order in addition to the 
order for sale. He, however, made the order for sale with- 
out prejadice to any course the plaintiff might think fit to 
adopt in the present action (upon giving notice to the de- 
fendant), for recovering the balance of the mortgage debt, 
if any should remain after the sale, by proceeding upon 
the covenant. 


Svuzgstitutep Service or Writ—Arripavit In Support 
—Orp. 9, x. 2; Orv. 10.—In two instances during the 
present week Vice-Chancellor Hall refused to allow substi- 
tuted service of a writ of summons, on the ground that 
the affidavit in support of the application failed to show 
that there was any probability of such service coming to 
the knowledge of the defendant. In the case of Cook v. 
Dey, heard on Monday, February 14, the plaintiff's soli- 
citor, on going to the office of the defendant James Carter, 
to serve him with the writ, was informed by his clerk that 
he had absconded, and was not likely to be found in Eng- 





land. Neither his clerk nor the persons with whom he. 
had been lodging could give any information as to hig 
whereabouts, and it appeared that letters had been waitj 
for him at his lodgings for nearly amonth. In Cowlishap. 
v. Bowles, heard on Tuesday, February 15, the plaintiffs 
solicitors applied to the solicitors who bad until recently 
acted for the defendant, asking if they were willing to. 
accept service on his behalf. This they declined to do, 
and on being asked for his address they replied that 
were not ina position to give it. In each case the Vice. 
Chancellor considered that there was no evidence that the- 
persons on whom it was proposed to serve the writ had any. 
means of communication with the defendant. Farther in.. 
quiries must be made, and the cases might be mentioned 
again. 


os 


Notice rn Liev or Service.—An application under the. 
same order was made to Vice-Chancellor Hall on Wednes. 
day, February 16, for leave to give notice in lieu of servicg 
in the case of Rapha:l v. Ongley, which was somewhat 
similar to that of Cowlisham v. Bowles. The solicitors who. 
had acted for the defendants in a recent suit refused to ag. 
cept service on his behalf, and said they did not know where 
he could be found. His only address, so far as the plaintiff: 
could ascertain, was the Thatched House Club, but on in- 
quiry there he was told that the defendant had not been, 
there for some months. Under these circumstances WV, 
Renshaw asked that notive in lieu of service should be given 
under ord. 9, r. 2. Notice by advertisement was evidently 
contemplated by that rule, and he would suggest that ad. 
vertisements should be inserted in the London Gazette ina 
manner analogous to that pursued in taking bills pro con. 
fesso under the old practice (Cons, Ord. 10, r. 6). He cited, 
Barton v. Whitcombe (17 Jur. 81), where the Court of Appeal 
ordered notice of replication to be advertised. His lordship 
directed notice of the writ to be advertised in the London 
Gazette, Times, and one other London daily morning paper,. 
and said letters containing a similar notice must be sent to 
the club addressed to the defendant, and to the solicitors 
who had recently acted forhim. No special time would be 
tixed for appearance, and if he failed to appear within the 
usual eight days, the plaintiff could proceed under the pro 
visions of ord. 13. 

In Cook v. Dey, mentioned above, where the defendant 
was suspected to be abroad, a somewhat similar order was. 
subsequently made. The Vice-Chancellor directed notice 
of the writ to be advertised in the J'imes only, and to be 
sent to the office and the last kuown private address of the 
defendant. No time was limited for appearance. 


Sientnc JupGMent ror Part or CLAIM ADMITTED TO 
BE DUE.—TIn a case of Lord Hanmer v. Flight, before the 
Common Pleas Division on Saturday, February 12, which 
was an action against the defendant as assignee of a lease, 
to recover possession of premises, and for damages for 
breaches of covenant, and also for rent or for use and oceu- 
pation in the alternative, the defendant, in his statement 
of defence, denied that he was assignee of the lease, or 
liable under any of its covenants, but admitted that the 
lease had been avoided, and that the plaintiff was entitled 
to re-enter. And he paid into court the sum of £25, ané 
said that that was enough to satisfy the plaintiff's claim 
in respect of mesne profits. Upon this the plaintiff took 
out a summons at chambers to strike out some of the para~ 
graphs in thé statement of defence, and also claiming 
judgment for so much of his claim as related to money due 
for rent or for use and occupation, upon the ground that the 
statement of defence was silent as to this part of the claim, 
and therefore admitted that the defendant had been im 

ossession of the premises from 1870 to September, 187 
se 19, r. 17). oer Dodgson declined to sign judge 
ment. Mr. Justice Archibald, however, at chambers gave 
the plaintiff liberty to sign judgment for the arrears of rent 
and for costs of both applications (ses ante, p. 280). Beasley, 
now moved by way of appeal from this order. Mr. Justice 
Brett, in delivering judgment, dismissing the motion 
costs, said, ‘* This is one of the cases which show the value 
of the reforms introduced by the Judigature Act. Formerly 
a man who had a substantial right to be paid a sum 
money could not recover it till he had determined upon # 
particular form of action, and had established that the eit- 
cumstar.ces justified an action in that form. But now, whem 
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man clearly has an undoubted right to recover the money 
jn some form of action or other, he may at once sign judg- 
ment for the amount without staying to determine the 
ise legal relation in which he stands to the defendant. 
Objection has been taken to the statement of claim in this 
case on the ground that it does not disclose in what precise 
form of action the plaintiff wishes to recover his rent. But 
itneednot doso. Pleadings are now to bemerely concise state- 
ments of the facts which the party pleading deems material 
tohis case. ‘This statement contains allegations of all the 
facts that the plaintiff deemed necessary to establish his legal 
ight; but it does not state, and it need not state, what 
form his legal right takes. ‘That is an inference of law to 
bedrawn by the court from the facts averred on either side. 
Allegations of fact are made in the statement of claim ; 
and some are denied and some are not. Those that 
are not denied are taken as being admitted. And 
then by ord. 14, r. 4, ‘if it appear that the defence 
set up by the defendant applies only to a part of 
the plaintiff's claim, or that any part of his claim is 
admitted to be due, the plaintiff shall have judgment 
forthwith for such part of his claim as the defence does 
not apply to, or as is admitted to be due.’ What are 
the undisputed facts in this case? It is not denied by 
the defendant that he was in possession of these pre- 
mises; that he paid rent for them at the rate of £105 
ayear up to Lady-day, 1874; that he continued in pos- 
session of them till September, 1875; but that for that 
further period he has not paid his rent. Surely, then, 
jadgment may be signed at once for the eighteen months’ 
tent? The defendant cannot turn round now and say to 
the plaintiff, ‘ You are not my landlord.’ He is estopped 
from saying so. He must pay his rent as before. Nor 
are we concerned to inquire in what precise legal re- 
lation the defendant stands to the plaintiff, or to Patrick 
Mara, or to any one else. That may be a necessary in- 
quiry with regard to the want of repair and the other 
matters contained in this statement of claim. But, how- 
ever that may turn out, it is abundantly clear that an 
action in some form or other must sooner or later have 


justified this judgment. This is precisely the case con- 
templated by the statute. The order of my Brother 
Archibald is quite correct, and judgment may be signed 
forthwith. And this motion must be dismissed with costs.’’ 
Archibald and Lindley, JJ., concurred. 


Issue or Writ uNDER BiLLs or ExcHANGE ACT FROM 
District Reoisrry.—On ‘Tuesday, February 15, the 
Common Pleas Divisional Court had before them a point 
ofconsiderable importance under the new Acts. In the 
case of Oger v. Bradman an application had been made to 
Denman, J., at chambers, to set aside a writ under the Bills 
of Exchange Act, issued out of the district registry at 
Manchester, and was by the learned judge referred to the 
court. Gainsford Bruce, who appeared for the defendant, 
urged that the writ being under the Bills of Exchange 
Act, that Act must be followed, and therefore the writ 
could not be issued out of the district registry, as the 
tules with regard to writs under the Judicature Acts did 
not apply to the process under the Bills of Exchange Act. 
4rthur Wilson, for the plaintiff, contended that the Acts 
were to be read together, and that, so far as the process 
mder the Judicature Acts was inconsistent with that 
uder the Bills of Exchange Act, no doubt the latter must 
be followed, bat only to that extent, and that, as a special 
‘ception in regard to probate actions was made from the 
Power to issue writs from a district registry, a further 
*xeeption should not be imported. Objection was also 
taken to the indorsement, which required leave to appear 
0 be obtained from the district registrar, inasmuch as the 
defendant neither resided nor carried on basiness within 
f district. The court (Brett, Archibald, and Lindley, 

-) took the view contended for by Mr. Wilson, and held 
that the writ was good, and that the indorsement was 
fullicient and proper. It was, however, intimated that 
ms Was room for a new rule giving power in sach cases 

a defendant to apply for leave to appear to judges’ 
in London. 


yetaseren.—In a case of Mostyn v. The West 
wtyn Coal and Iron Company (Limited', before the 





Common Pleas Division on Monday, February 14, the 
plaintiff had declared on October 26, 1875, alleging that 
the plaintiff had let to the defendants certain coal mines at 
a rent of £1,200 a year, of which two quarters were due and 
unpaid. The defendants, on November 11, 1875, delivered a 
statement of defence and counter-claim' under the new 
system, averring that 968 a:res out of the 2,211 demised to 
them by the plaintiff were below the high-water mark of the 
River Dee, and were the property of the Crown, as the 
plaintiff well knew at the time of his making the indenture of 
lease ; and that the defendants had incurred expense in erect- 
ing machinery on other land, and making other preparations 
to get at the demised coal mines under the Dee. And the 
defendants claimed damages for their wasted time and money, 
and also to have the said deed rectified or set aside, and for 
this purpose to have the action transfered to the Chancery 
Division. When application was made to Mr. Justice 
Lindley at chambers to order the transfer of the action to 
that division, his lordship refused to make any order. The 
plaintiff demurred to the whole of the statement of defence 
and counter-claim, on the ground that the tenant was 
estopped from denying his landlord’s title. The court (Brett, 
Archibald, and Lindley,JJ.) held that there was no necessity to 
transfer the case to the Chancery Division, for by section 24, 
sub-section 2, they were bound to give toevery claim of 
relief against a deed, raised by a defendant, the same effect as 
the Court of Chancery would have given if the Judicature Act 
had not passed. They decided that if a defendant sets up, by 
way of defence or counter-claim, facts upon which the Chan- 
cery Division would reform or set aside the deed upon which 
the plaintiff relies, the court, on the argument of a demurrer 
to such a defence, may treat the deed as though it were 
already so reformed or set aside. 





——e 





THE LORD CHANCELLOR'S APPELLATE 
COURT BILL. 


Ir is curious to observe how constantly history repeats 
itself. We are all familiar with Sir George Grey’s cele- 
brated gibe about the theft of the clothes of the bathing 
Whigs, but few of us could have anticipated so marvellous 
an illustration of its meaning asthe public has just been 
treated to by the Lord Chancellor. It is now about 
twenty years since an attempt was made to inaugurate, 
in the person of the late Lord Wensleydale, a system of 
life peerages, with the avowed object of strengthening 
the judicial force of the House of Lords. The opposi- 
tion of that House, led to the assault by the late Lord 
Derby, effectually stopped the scheme, and it was decide 
(rightly, as it seems to us) that a peerage for an estate 
less than an estate of inheritance does not carry with it 
any right to sit and vote in the House of Lords, nor, of 
course, any power to take part in the proceedings of that 
House as a Court of Appeal. The Committee of Privi- 
leges, to which the question was referred, were, how- 
ever, impressed with the feeling that some measures 
ought to be taken to invigorate the judicial force 
of the House, and they accordingly proposed the 
appointment, under the authority of Parliament, of two 
Vice-Presidents, of Committees, who were to be peers 
only so long as they held office, to be paid a salary of 
£6,000 a year each, and to have thrown upon them, 
jointly with the Lord Chancellor for the time being, the 
duty of attendance at the hearing of appeals. The sug- 
gestion met with the most decided opposition, not only 
in Parliament, but throughout the country, and the plan 
failed so completely that it never even assumed the form 
of a definite proposal. When the project was discussed 
in the House of Commons not a single voice was really 
raised in its favour, and, the immediate. difficulty having 
been got over by conferring on Lord Wensleydale an 
hereditary peerage, the matter was suffered to go to 
sleep. At that time, it must be borne in mind, the judicial 
power of the House had fallen to an exceptionally low 
ebb. . Lords Lyndhurst, Brougham, and St. Leonards, 
though all then alive, had, with rare exceptions, entirely 
discontinued their attendance, and the House of Lords, 
as a court of appeal, consisted practically of the Lord 
Chancellor (Lord Cranworth) and Lord Campbell only. 





ee ee Ns 


ean cere So ea area oan Fa IGE 


tS a re ts 


i 
| 
i 
1} 
j 





314 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Feb. 19, 1876, 








Within a very few years, however, Lords Chelmsford, 
Kingsdown, and Westbury were successively added to the 
roll of peers, and since then, not only has there been no 
ground of complaint on this score, but the judicial force 
of the House has undergone a steady increase, until it 
has now attained a height which, whether we look at the 
number or the calibre of the law lords in ordinary at- 
tendance, is absolutely without precedent. Strange as 
it may seem, this circumstance, which might @ priori 
have been expected to be fatal to any revival of the 
project in question, has been one of the main 
causes of its resuscitation. Had the condition of the 
House of Lords in 1874, as regards judicial strength, 
at all resembled its state in 1854 or evenin 1864, “ it 
needs no ghost to tell us” that no such agitation as that 
which last year prevailed over the combined opinion of 
two Lord Chancellors, and the expressed will of a bygone 
Parliament, could have availed to check, much less to re- 
verse, the policy of the Act of 1873, if, indeed, it would 
ever have come into existence. No one would have been 
found seriously to advocate the continuance of the 
House of Lords as the last court of appeal if it had 
been pessible to point to a suecessor, not only philosophi- 
eally more perfect, but practically more satisfactory ; 
but because it was felt that the new court, however con- 
stituted, could not be stronger, and would probably be 
much weaker, than the existing House of Lords, a weight 
not their own was lent to the arguments from prestige 
and sentiment, which are the only real grounds for the 
retention of so anomalous a tribunal. In strong 
confirmation of this view is the circumstance 
that in 1854, when the Judicial Committee 
wus ordinarily attended by Mr. Pemberton Leigh, 
Sir James Parke, and Dr. Lushington, a proposal to 
transfer the appellate jurisdiction of the House of Lords 
to that tribunal was not only authoritatively made, but 
received a large amount of support both from the pro- 
fession and the public press, and was generally 
accepted as a satisfactory solution of the problem: 
while, on tie other hand, a similar proposal, when faintly 
suggested in 1872 by Sir W. Harcourt, fell absolutely 
still-born ; and every step which has been taken, every 
proposal which has been made since that time with 
reference to the matter, has been in the opposite direction; 
until now, by the Lord Chancellor's present Bill, the 
absorption of the Judicial Committee in the House of 
Lords at no distant period is avowed as an important 
part of the scheme. 

The plan itself, as described by the Lord Chan- 
eellor in his speech, does not seem to differ substan- 
tially from the Imperial Court of Appeal proposed 
by him in the Bill of 1874, except that all the 
law lords are to continue to be members of the 
court; an alteration obviously essential if even the name 
of the House of Lords was to be preserved. In other 
respects we have repioduced what will, practically, 
be a great court sitting continuously, irrespective of any 
adjournment or prorogation of Parliament, and consist- 
iug, when complete, besides the unpaid law lords, of 
five salaried judges to be selected, at the pleasure of the 
Crown, from the bench or bar of any part of the United 
Kingdom indiscriminately. That it will be called the 
House of Lords instead of ‘“ Her Majesty’s Imperial Court 
of Appeal,” and that its salaried judges, other than the 
Lord Chancellor, will be called “ Lords of Appeal,” 
instead of “‘ Lords Justices of the Imperial Court,’ seem 
to us to be distinctions without difference, which, al- 
though we cannot pretend to look upon as improvements | 
upon the previous scheme, we have already * expressed | 
our readiness to accept for the sake of the substantial | 
reform which they accompany. | 

The question, What is theoretically the best constitu- 
tion for an imperial court of final appeal? has been | 
frequently and fully discussed in these columns ft | 
apropos of the various proposals which have from time to | 








* 19 S.J. p. dl. | 
t 15 8. J. p. 660 ; 188. J. pp. 374, 427;19 S.J.p. 31, | 


time been made in Parliament upon this subject. Prom 
the opinions thus expressed we see no reason to de 
and therefore, while we cannot accept the Lord Chap. 
cellor’s proposal as a perfectly satisfactory solution of 
the problem, we are content to take it as, at any rate, g 
step in the right direction. 








Recent Bectstons. 


ADMIRALTY JURISDICTION—MARITIME 
L 


(Lhe Dannebrog, Adm., 23 W. R. 419; L. R. 4 Adm, 
386; The Lemington, Adm., 23 W. R. 420.) 


The effect of the first of these cases must be taken to 
be (although the ratio decidendi is not very clearly ex. 
pressed by the court) that 24 Vict. c. 10, s. 6, only gives 
jurisdiction to the Court of Admiralty in the cases 
named, where the holder of the bill of lading sues as 
such, and complains of some breach of the contract con. 
tained in the bill of lading, or incorporated with it, andit 
was therefore held not to give jurisdiction in respect of 
a breach of the obligations of the charter-party which 
took place before the goods were on board. In The 
Lemington a violent attempt was mad2 to free a ship 
from liability for a collision under colour of some obser. 
vations of Dr. Lushington in Z'he Druid (1 W. Rob. 
391, which was the case of an act done by a master 
beyond the scope of his employment), on the ground that 
the ship was at the time of the collision chartered under 
terms which amounted to a demise of the ship, and 
gave the charterers the entire control of her. The 
same learned judge, however, had, in Z'he Ticonderoga 
(Sw. 215, a case very similar to the present one), 
limited the effect of those expressions to cases where 
the damage was done by the acts of persons not acting 
by the authority of the owners; and in conformity with 
that view, the learned judge in the present case laid down 
that “a maritime lien attaches on a ship for damage 
done through the negligence of those in charge of her 
in whosesoever possession she may be, if that damage is 
inflicted by her in the course of the ordinary and lawful 
employment authorized by her owners. Whether the 
damage is done through the default of the servants of 
the actual owners or of the servants of the chartering 
owners the vessel is equally responsible, provided the 
servant making default is not acting unlawfully or outof 
the scope of his authority.” 


EQUITIES AFFECTING PURCHASED PROP- 
ERTY. 
(Phillips v. Miller, Ex.Ch., 23 ‘is R. $34, L. R. 10 C.P. 
420. 

Upon the construction put upon the agreements be- 
tween the vendors and their tenants in this case the 
court of appeal (Amphlett, B., diss.) has reversed the 
decision of the court below, holding the agreement to 
have been merely personal, and not to have affected the 
terms of the tenancy. Upon the general question were 
ferred to in commenting on the case below, nothing ap- 
proaching any decision has been pronounced. Amphlett, 
B., indeed, who thought that the terms of the tenancy 
were changed, seems to have been of opinion that although 
the purchaser had no notice of the existence of the ten- 
ancies, he was affected by them as between himself and 
the vendors so far as to have no claim against the vendors. 
And Pollock, B., thought that he might have been bound 
so far as concerned ordinary terms of the tenancy. But 
Bramwell and Cleasby, BB., and Blackburn and Mellor, 
JJ., declined to express any opinion whatever on the 
point, which therefore remains, so far as this case ® 
concerned, entirely open. 
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Rebhiews. 
DISCOVERY. 


ATazatise on THE Discovery or Evinence tn Tus Hicu 
Covet or Justice: betna A Sgconp Epirion or aA 
TREATISE ON THE Discovery or Evyipence By BIL anp 
Answer IN Equity, By Toomas Harz. By Sueriock 
Hane. Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


The editor begins by assuring his readers that the 
fasion of the courts of common law and equity has not 
abolished the jurisdiction to entertain proceedings for 
discovery only, and one part of the book, following the 
plan of the original work, deals exclusively with the 
subject of “Actions for discovery distinguished from 
actions for relief,” a head which would not have required 
much development in a book appearing now for the first 
time, but under which, owing to the state of the law 
forty years ago, when the original work was published, 
subjects of continuing importauce, as, for example, “ Dis- 
covery by a purchaser for valuable consideration without 
notice,’ find a place. No doubt the-writer is correct in 
saying that occasions for a claim for discovery only must 
of necessity arise, and this has already been proved, e.., 
in the case of Ainsworth v. Starkie (ante, p. 162), where 
the action was for discovery alone in aid of an arbitra- 
tion; still the occasions for such an action must be com- 
paratively limited now that the union of the courts has 
cut away the ground from the old jurisdiction in equity 
jn aid of an action or defence at law, and a defendant 
can obtain all necessary discovery from the plaintiff 
without commencing a new action for the purpose, as 
indeed, before the recent union, was the case in equity 
ever since interrogatories, founded on a concise statement 
by the defendant, have been allowed, and, to a modified 
extent, at common law under the provisions of the 
Common Law Procedure Act. 

Parts 3 and 4 form, now, more interesting and valuable 
discussions. Part 3, intituled “‘ Objections to particular 
disclosures,” adds to the chapter on this head in Mr. 
Thomas Hare’s work all the cases that forty years have 
furnished on the important objections to discovery 
constituted by “exposure to penalty or forfeiture,” 
“immateriality,”’ ‘‘ breach of confidential relation,” and 
the fact that the discovery sought relates only to the 
case of the party interrogated. Part 4, on “‘ Procedure,” 
which is of course almost entirely new, shows the parts of 
the new rules that bear on the subject, and will be found 
an excellent guide by country solicitors in a class of cases, 
likely to be of frequent occurrence, where, the real state of 
the facts not being well known when the action is com- 
menced, it is expedient to ascertain them as cheaply as 
possible by filing pleadings and interrogatories, and 
conducting the earlier stages of the action in the 
country. 

Mr. Hare, as a rule, confines himself to statements of 
the law as settled by the rules and decided cases; but 
when he does make suggestions they seem sensible and 
practical; as, for instance, when he recommends that 
interrogatories should not be administered by the plain- 
tiff until after the defendant has delivered his statement 
of defence—a course which has been approved of and 
enforced in numerous instances (see Strong v. T’appin, 
ante, 240; Fenwick v. Johnston, ante, 280; Drake 
v. Whiteley, ante, 281; Mercantile, &c., Company v. 
Shoes:nith, ante, p. 298). , 

On the whole the book is a useful contribution to our 


books on practice, and although, considering: 


the magnitude of the changes in the law since Mr. T. 
Hare's book appeared, forty years ago, an independent 
work might have been preferable to a new edition, at 
least as regards the first two parts, still the feeling must 
be respected which suggested the preservation of as much 
& possible of a book which was worthy of its: eminent 
author, ‘The editor has incorporated his alterations with 
the original so as to spare the reader the labour of com- 





biniug for himself each statement with its necessary 
supplement, and the work remains concise and complete. 


THE NEW PRACTICE. 


Tue Jurispicrion AND Practice or THE Supreme Court 
or JUDICATURE, AND OF THE D1vistoNAL Courts, UNDER 
THE Supreme Covrr or Juptcature Acts, 1873—5, &c. 
Second Edition, By Hvserr Aycxsovrn, Solicitor. 
Wildy & Sons. 


We reviewed the first edition of this work rather more 
than a year ago, and then expressed an opinion tuat Mr. 
Ayckbourn had succeeded in grouping the new provisions 
conveniently and intelligentiy, and so as to afford con- 
siderable assistance to the practitioner. In the present 
edition he has incorporated the provisions of the Act of 
last year and the rules, and has revised and adapted to 
actual practice the forms in the schedule to that Aet. 
He has also collected, and briefly stated the effect of, 
the cases decided upon the new practice up to the date 
of publication, giving the pages containing the rules or 
sections to which they refer. On the whole, we think 
that Mr. Ayckbourn’s consolidation will compare favour- 
ably with that attempted by more ambitious writers. 


Tue Fryat Examination Guipe To THE PrRaActTICcE OF THE 
Supreme Courr or Jupicaturz, &c. By Epwaxp 
HeEnsHAWE Beprorp, Solicitor. Butterworths. 


Mr. Bedford has put into the form of neat questions 
and answers the provisions of the Acts and rules. We 
do not know that we can add any observations, except 
that the book is well printed, and that we heartily com- 
miserate the student who has to answer the question on 
p. 4—“ What Acts are repealed by the Amendment Act 
of 1875 ?” 


THE REVISED STATUTES. 
Tus Sratutes—Revisep Epirion. Vol. VIII. 
thority. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

This portly volume contains the statutes from 7 Will. 
4to5 &6 Vict., covering a period of five years. We 
notice with pleasure the rapidity with which this edition 
has recently issued from the press. Since the beginning 
of 1874 no fewer than four volumes have appeared—a 
result which does infinite credit to the diligence of the 
editors. The first six volumes, we believe, superseded 
about forty-three octavo volumes, or about twenty-six 
volumes of the quarto edition, and soon the lawyer 
may expect to have all his statutes in a form eminently 
convenient for reference. 

We have also received a table showing the extent to 
which the public Acts of the period comprised in 
volumes I.—VIII. (inclusive) of the revised edition of 
the statutes have been repealed by Acts passed subse- 
quently to the publication of these volumes. This should 
be obtained by all the purchasers of the edition. 


FEES UNDER THE JUDICATURE ACTS. 


AN ALPHABETICAL AND LEXICOGRAPHICAL ARRANGEMENT OF 
THE New Sca.e or Fees AnD CHARGES TO BE ALLOWED 
to SoLicirors AND oF Court Fggs UNDER THE SUPREME 
Courr or Jupicature Act, 1875, &. By J. J. 
Bunninc, Managing Chancery Clerk, and Gzorer 
Sanps. Wildy & Sons. 


This book seems to us a useful addition to the scanty 
literature at present before solicitors on the subject of 
costs. The authors have followed the plan of Messrs. 
Shaen and Greville’s valuable book on the same subject, 
and the present pages are stated to be a supplement to 
the last-mentioned work. The authors have avoided 
giving any precedents of costs, and, in fact, the book is 
neither more nor less than a very complete index to 
the charges allowed by the rules and orders, 1t appeare 
to be free from mistake, and is most moderate in price. 


By Au- 
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SIR JOHN TAYLOR COLERIDGE. 


‘THE death ofone whofor nearly a quarter ofacentury afforded 
an example of the best type of the English judge ought not 
to pass without notice in these columns. There have doubt- 
less been greater judges on the bench, but it would be 
hard to find one who more satisfactorily fulfilled the duties 
of his high office. If he was a less profound lawyer than 
some of his contemporaries, he was sessed of an 
accurate and extensive range of legal knowledge ; his jadg- 
ment was sound, and bis mode of expression clear and 
happy. But it was his moral qualities that shed especial 
Justre on the bench. He was pre-eminently patient, dig- 
nified, and courteous, and, above all, inflexibly just. When 
at the time of the Chartist outbreak it fell to his lot to try 
many of the ringleaders, it was universally acknowledged 
that the trials could not possibly have been conducted in 
® manner more fitted to impress on the people the upright- 
mess of the administration of the law. ‘‘I go back 
to my experience of him as a judge when I was 
at the bar, and employed before him,” says Sir 
Lawrence Peel in his letter to the Times, “to give my 
testimony to his courage to resist assistance that might 
have warped his justice, and I can even now thankfally 
and gratefully record my sense of his inflexibility and his 
troth.’”” A nobler tribute to a judge can scarcely be 
imagined. 

The late judge was born at Tiverton in 1790. His edu- 
cation was begun at Ottery School, under his uncle, the 
Rev. George Coleridge, whence he was removed to Eton, 
where he soon displayed great ability. In 1809 he was 
elected to a scholarship at Corpus Christi College, Oxford, 
where he became the frierd of Arnold and Keble. His 
college career was a brilliantone. He graduated in 1812, 
being placed by himself in the first claes in classics, a 
distinction, we believe, which (as regards the final school 
of Litera Humaniores) is entirely without parallel. He 
obtained the Latin verse prize in 1810, and both the Latin 
and the English essays in 1813. He was also elected to 
the Vinerian law scholarship, and to a fellowship at Exeter 
College, and at a later period he received the honorary 
degree of D.C.L., and an honorary studentship at Christ 
Charch, 

On obtaining his fellowship Mr. Coleridge came to town 
and entered as a student at the Middle Temple. He prac- 
tised for a short time as a special pleader, and in 1819 he 
was called to the bar. His family connections led him to 
select the Western Circuit, where he soon obtained an in- 
troduction to business, and by degrees came into fair 
practice in London. At this time he devoted some 
attention to literary pursuits, and was a fre- 
quent contributor to the Quarterly Review, of which 
he was for a short time the editor, but the increase of his 
professional labours soon compelled him to relinquish the 
post. He published in 1825an edition of Blackstone, which 
widely extended his reputation, and he was appointed Re- 


corder of Exeter and a commissioner in bankruptcy. In 
1832 he was created a serjeant-at-law, and two years 


later received a patent of precedence. In 1835 (on the 
death of Mr. Justice Taunton) he was appointed a 
judge of the Court of King’s Bench, and received the honour 
of knighthood. He sat for twenty-three years as a puisne 
judge, under the successive presidencies of Lord Denman 
and Lord Campbell. In 1858, though still in the complete 
epjoyment of his health and powers, he resolved upou~re- 
tiring from the bench, and on the last day in Trinity Term 
in that year he sat incourt forthe last time. Sir Fitzroy 
Kelly, who was then Attorney-General, delivered an elo- 
quent valedictory address to the retiring judge, who re- 
sponded with much feeling. He wasimmediately afterwards 
sworn in a8 a member of the Privy Council, and for many 
years he was 4 constant attendant at the sittings of the 
Judicial Committee, when he took part in many important 
jadgmente, among which were Heath v. Burder, Poole v. The 
Bishop of London, Long v. The Bishop of Capetown, &e. He 
also rendered valuable public service as a member of the 
second Oxford University Commission, the Edycation Com- 
mission, and the Courts of Justice Sites Conimission. 

After his retirement from active professional duties, Sir 
John Coleridge indulged his literary tastes.. He deli- 
vered several courses of lectures at Ottery St. Mary, 
among which were some interesting reminiscences of his 





legal career. He was active in the promotion of all rg}, 
gious and educational schemes in the neighbourhood, and 
took a warm interest in the restoration of the 
Church at Ottery. When nearly eighty years of age hy 
brought out a biography of his old college friend Mf; 
Keble, a book which has gone through several editions, 

Sir John Coleridge married the daughter of th 
Rev. Dr. Buchanan, Rector of Woodmanstowe, Surrey, 
and was left a widower about two years ago. His eldest 
son is Lord Coleridge, the present Chief Justice of the 
Common Pleas Division, and one of his daughters ig may. 
ried to the present Bishop of Oxford. Sir John Coleridge 
had been for many months in failing health, but he retained 
all his mental powers until the day of his death. 





Nates. 


WE BELIEVE it is the universal practice, asa preliminary 
to the issue of a debtor’s summons, for the creditor to 
serve the alleged debtor with particulars of his demand. But, 
strange to say, neither the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, nor the 
rules contain any express provision that this is to be done, 
Section 7 of the Act says that a debtor’s sammons may be 
granted on a creditor proving to the satisfaction of the 
court the existence of a debt sufficient in amount to sup. 
porta bankruptcy petition, “and that the creditor has 
failed to obtain payment of his debt after using reasonable 
efforts to do so.” R. 18 says that the creditor applying 
for the summons “‘ must file an affidavit of the truth of his 
debt, and lodge the summons, together with two copies 
thereof and three copies of his particulars of demand.” And 
by r. 20 “the registrar shall seal such particulars, and 
such particulars shall then be deemed part of the summons, 
and the original summons shall be filed and the copies be 
sealed and issued to the creditor.” In the schedule of 
forms the form given of a debtor’s summons claims pay- 
ment of the amount specified “ according to the particulars 
hereunto annexed,”’ and the form of “ affidavit for sammon- 
ing a debtor” contains a statement “that an account in 
writing of the particulars of my demand was, on or about the 

day of . sent by post [oras the case may be)” 
to the debtor. On Thursday, January 27, in a case of Er 
parte Javal, the Court of Appeal, without deciding whether 
the service of particulars of demand is a necessary prelimi- 
nary, held that the court has power to dispense with that 
prior service. In that case particulars of demand had been 
served, followed by the service of a summons which had 
by mistake been framed on the notion that the debtor was 
a trader, which he was not, and on this ground the 
summons was afterwards dismissed. There was great difli- 
culty in effecting service, and under these circumstances 
the registrar allowed a second summons properly framed 
to be issued without the prior service of fresh particulars of 
demand. The Court of Appeal held that the discretion 
which the registrar possessed hud been properly exercised, 
and refused to disturb his order. 


A Question of some general importance with regard to 
the position and rights of a creditor who holds secutity 
upon the property of a debtor who effects a composition 
with his creditors under section 126 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1869, was decided by the Chief Judge on Monday, 
January 31, ina case of Ex parte Hodgkinson. A debtor 
who filed u petition for liquidation by arrangement or com- 
position with his creditors had previously mortgaged his 
mill to secure a debt due to a creditor named Hodgkinson, 
In the statement of the debtor's affairs produced at the 
meetings of his creditors Hodgkinson was entered as & 
creditor for £3,300, and the value of bis security was esti- 
mated at the same sum. Hodgkinson had the usual notice 
of the meetings, but he did not prove his debt. The credi- 
tors resolved to accept a composition of 10s. in the pound, 
to be paid in two equal instalments at three and six months 
from the confirmation of the resolution. It was afterwards 
confirmed and duly registered. The composition was paid 
when it fell due to all the other creditors, but it was uot 
paid to or demanded by the mortgagee. More than two 
years after, the mortgagee, in exercise of his power of sale, 
sold the mortgaged property, 


the sale was not sufficient to satisfy the mortgage debt 


but the amount produced by 
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‘The question then arose whether the mortgagee was entitled 
to claim oes by the debtor of the composition upon 
the unpaid balance of the debt. The judge of the Man- 
¢hester County Court held that the mortgagee had no such 
He was of opinion that the registration of the re- 
een operated as the close of the composition ; that the 
had elected to stand upon his security, and that 
= 8 against the debtor personally was extinguished. 
‘The Chief Judge was of a contrary opinion. He held that 
the mortgagee was in no way bound by the debtor's 
of the value of his security; that he had 
done nothing from which it could be inferred he had 
to accept the security in full satisfaction for the 
debt ; and that he was entitled to wait until he had realized 
the security, and then to come in and claim from the 
debtor the composition on the uapaid balance of the debt. 
By his so doing the rights of the other creditors would be 
jn no way prejudiced, and, as against the debtor, his rights 
remained untouched, save to this extent, that he was 
bound by the amount of the composition fixed by the reso- 
lutions. This is, we believe, the first time this precise 
point has been decided. 


THE DECISION of the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy in Ex 
porte Ford, upon which we commented ante, p. 41, was on 
Thursday, January 20, affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 





Iva casE of Ex parte Crump, heard on Friday, January 21, 
the Court of Appeal decided a question of considerable 
importance with regard to the proceedings on the public 
examination of a bankrupt; Section 19 of the Act of 1869 

wides that the bankrupt ‘‘shall produce a statement of 
fie affairs to the first meeting of creditors, and shall be 
pablicly examined thereon on a day to be named by the 
court,” and further that ‘‘he shall submit to such ex- 
amination in respect of his property or his creditors as may 
ibe reasonably required by the trustee, or may be prescribed 

y rules of court, or be directed by the court by any 
special order.” And by sections 96 and 97 power is given 
to the court, after an order of adjudication has been made, 
to summon the bankrupt before it, and to examine him 
pon oath concerning his dealings or property. Rule 5 of 
1870 provides that ‘‘ any matter may be heard and disposed 
ofin chambers by a judge or registrar, except the public 
examination of the bankrupt under section 19 of the Act, 
and the granting of an order of discharge.” In Ex parte 
Crump the bankrupt at his public examination was being 
éxamined on behalf of the trustee with the view of showing 
that he had been guilty of fraudulent acts, such as 
improperly disposing of some of his assets. ‘The registrar 
stopped the examination and adjourned it for three weeks, 
at the same time directing that the trustee should, 
withia fourteen days, deliver to the bankrupt requisi- 
tions in writing showing what further information he 
desired to obtain from him as to the disposition of his 
estate. Both the Master of the Rolls and Lord Justice 
Mellish expressed a decided opinion that the registrar had 
00 jurisdiction under the Act or the rules to order the 
trustee against his will to frame these written requisitions. 
And the court were unanimoas in holding that, even if 
there was jurisdiction to make such an order, a case in 
which fraud was imputed was certainly not one in which 
it should be exercised. The result of such an order might 
‘be that a fraudulent bankrupt would have time and op- 
portunity given him to concoct a false story, and even to 
make arrangements with those who had been parties to 
his fraud for baffling the ends of jastice. The court ad- 
titted that the registrar had power, as any other court 
Would have, to adjourn the examination of a bankrapt with 
the view of giving him a fair opportunity of answering 
questions relating to complicated accounts, as to which it 
Might be right that he should be able to refresh his 
Memory by referring to his books. Such a power was 
mecessarily incident to the due administration of justice. 

tin a case where fraud was imputed, and where the 
oe asked related to simple matters of fact, it was of 

utmost importance that the examination should take 
Place in open court, and that the bankrupt should be com- 
Pelled to answer on the spur of the moment. This deci- 
sion is one of considerable importance, for it was stated 
y the counsel for the appellant that it has become the 





practice in the Court of Bankruptcy to conduct the ex- 
amination of bankrupts to a great extent in private, the 
registrar not even being present during the whole exami- 
nation. This practice, it was said, has been adopted with 
the view of saving iime. {[t certainly appears to be in- 
eonsistent with the spirit as well as the letter of the pro- 
visions of the Act and rules to which we have referred, 
and it must, we think, tend to abuse. 





In a cask or Re England, heard by the Chief Judge in 
Bankruptcy on Monday, February 7, an order had been 
made upon a bankrapt to furnish a complete statement of 
his affairs, the statement which he had originally: supplied 
having been imperfect. An application was afterwards 
made to commit the bankrupt for contempt of court by 
reason of his not havingcomplied with the order, The Chief 
Judge held that this was not the proper course of procedure, 
but that the trustee ought, in the first instance, to have sum- 
moned the bankrupt for examination as to his affairs. If 
the information required was not then elicited, it might be 
proper to have recourse to the process of contempt. 


IN ANOTHER CASE OF Ex parte Ffytehe, heard on the 
same day, a question arose whether the choice of a trustee in 
a bankruptey had been duly made, and this depended upon 
the question whether a proof for a sum of £3,000 ought to 
have been admitted or not. The debt was claimed as due to 
the trustees of a deed for the benefit of creditors which had 
been formerly executed by the bankrupt, and the proof had 
been made by one only of three trustees and he alone had 
appointed a person to act as proxy and vote on behalf of 
the trustees at the meeting. Notwithstanding that an affi- 
davit was made by the other trustees that the appointment 
of the proxy had been made with their approval, the Chief 
Judge held that one trustee could not prove a debt on behalf 
of himself and his co-trustees, and that consequently the 
debt had not been proved and the proxy’s vote had been 
rightly rejected. 





ON THE SAME DAY, in acase of Ex parte Lynch, it was 
held that, notwithstanding the provisions of the Infants’ Re- 
lief Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 62), a debtor who, while he 
was an infant, had engaged in trade, could, when he had 
attained twenty-one, be adjudicated a bankrupt in respect 
of a trade debt contracted during his infancy. The Act in 
question, by section 1, makes absolutely void‘ all contracts 
henceforth entered into by infants for the repayment of 
money lent or to be lent, or for goods supplied or to be sup- 
plied (other than contracts for necessaries), provided al- 
ways that this enactment shall not invalidate any contract 
into which an infant may, by any existing or future statute, 
or by the rules of common law or equity, enter, except 
such as now by law are voidable.”’ And by section 2 it is 
provided that.no action shall be brought ‘‘ upon any pro- 
mise made after full age to pay any debt contracted during 
infancy, or upon any ratification made after 
full age of any promise or contract made during 
infancy, whether there shall or shall not be an 
new consideration for such promise or ratification after 
full age.” Andin Ee parte Kibsle (23 W. R. 433, L. R. 
10 Ch. 373) the Lords Justices held that an adjudication of 
bankruptcy made upon the ratification, after the passing of 
the Act, of a bill of exchange, which an infant had accepted 
during his minority and before the passing of the Act, 
could not be supported, and this decision went upon the 
express ground that the Act had made the ratification ab- 
solutely void. Lord Justice Mellish said, “The statute in 
effect places a debt contracted during infancy in the same 
position as a gambling debt ; and a bill of exchange given 
for a gambling debt cannot form the ground for an action.” 
In that case the bill of exchange had been given for 
jewellery supplied to the infant. In Ex parte Lynch bills 
of exchange had been given for goods supplied to the 
infant in the course of his trade. The Chief Judge held 


that this circumstance distinguished the case from Er 
parte Kibble. He thought that by his trading the infaat 
had held himself out to his creditors as a person of fall 
age, and capable of contracting debts. The object of the 
Act was to protect young persons from extravagant debts 
contracted-for such things as unnecessary jewellery, not to 
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guard them against debts which they might contract i? 
trade, A trade creditor of the infant had therefore ® 
clear right to make him a bankrupt. The result of th® 
decision in Ex parte Lynch seems to be that the Act o 
1874 does not affect trade debts contracted by infants, 
notwithstanding the generality of its language. Possibly, 
trade debts may be considered as within the exception of 
the proviso to section 1. 


In a cASE OF Holt v. Everall, heard before the Court of 
Appeal on Saturday, February 5, the question was raised 
how far the provisions of section 91 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, have been modified by those of section 10 of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1870. Section 91 provides 
in effect that any voluntary settlement made by a trader 
shall, if the settlor becomes bankrupt within two years after 
the date of the settlement, be void as against the trustee 
under the bankruptcy, and shall, if the settlor becomes 
bankrupt at any time within ten years after the date of the 
settlement, be void as against the trustee, unless the parties 
claiming under the settlement can prove that the settlor 
was, at the time when it was executed, able to pay all his 
debts without the aid of the settled property. Section 10 
of the Act of 1870 provides that “a policy of insurance 
effected by any married man on his own life, and expressed 
upon the face of it to be for the benefit of his wife, or of 
his wife and children, or any of them, shall enure and be 
deemed a trust for the benefit of his wife, for her separate 
use, and of his children, or any of them, according to the 
intent so expressed, and shall not, so long as any object of 
the trust remains, be subject to the control of the husband or 
of his creditors, or form part of his estate. If it shall 
be proved that the policy was effected and premiums paid 
by the husband with intent to defraud his creditors, they 
shall be entitled to receive out of the sum secured an 
amount equal to the premiums so paid.” Vice-Chancellor 
Hall had beld that the provisions of seotion 10 have no 
operation with regard to cases falling within section 91, the 
special cases aimed at by that section being in fact left 
untouched by the general enactment of section 10, The 
Court of Appeal, however, held that section 10 applies to 


traders equally with other persons, and that it has con- 
sequently modified to a certain extent the provisions of 


section 91. If the Act of 1870 had not been passed, and a 
trader had effected an insurance on his own life, and had 
by deed declared trusts of the policy for the benefit of his 
wife and children, that settlement could, under section 91, 
have been avoided, and the policy moneys made available 
for his creditors. But the effect of section 10 is to render 
valid as against creditors a policy effected expressly for the 
benefit of wife and children, leaving the creditors only the 


remedy pointed out by the latter part of the section. And | 
this appears to be a very reasonable provision, for it restores | 


to the creditors the whole of that of which they have been 
deprived by the act of the settlor, merely taking away 
from them the chance of benefiting by a lucky accident. 


4 


W2HAT I8 THE JURISDICTION of the Court of Bankruptey 
with regard to the verdict of a jury on an issue of fact ? 
Is the court, if it is of opinion that the verdict is against 
the weight of the evidence, at liberty to disregard it alto- 
gether and virtually to set it aside, or is the proper course 
under such circumstances to direct a new trial to be had ? 
This question hes been very fully discussed before the 
Court of Appeal in a case of Lr parte Morgan, which was 
decided on Friday, February 11, the result being » re- 
versal of the judgment of the Chief Judge in that case, 
and alsoa disapproval of what he has laid down in pre- 
vious cases, In Ez parte Norton (21 W.R. 402, L. R. 16 
Eq. 397) a jury had found that a certain transaction 
amounted to a fraudulent preference, aud the judge of 
the county court had set it aside accordingly. The Chief 
Jadge was of opinion that the finding of the jury was con- 

to the evidence, and held that he was not bound by 
the verdict, but was entitled to disregard it, which accord- 
ingly he did by reversing the order of the county court 
without directing a new trial to be had. -In Ez parte 
Morgan agein an issue of fact had been tried by a jury, 
and an order made by the county court judge in accord- 
ance with their verdict. The Chief Judge was of opinion 
that the jury were wrong in the conclusion which they 





drew from the evidence, and he declined to bs bonnd by 
their verdict, but made an order reversing that of the 
county court, expressed on its face to be “notwith. 
standing the verdict of the jury.” The Court of Appeal 
were unanimously of opinion that this view of the jurisdic. 
tion was wrong. They held that, the jurisdiction of the 
Court of Bankruptcy being equitable, the old practice of 
the Court of Chancery, with regard to the verdicts of 
juries upon issues of fact, ought to be followed. That 
practice, as is shown by such casesas vans v. Prothero 
(1 De G. M. & G. 572), Armstrong v. Armstrong (3 M.& 
K. 45), Simpson v. Holliday (L. R. 1 A. L. 315), ang 
Fernie v. Young (14 W. R. 714, L. R. 1 H. L. 63), wag 
never to set aside the finding of a jury upon a question of 
fact if, in the opinion of the court, the verdict was against 
the weight of the evidence, but in such a case the rule was 
always to direct a new trial. If, indeed, the court wag 
of opinion that there was no evidence whatever to go 
to the jury in support of their verdict, and that the jndzo 
who presided at the trial ought to have dealt with the cage 
on that footing, then the verdict might be disregarded 
without the necessity of going through the formality of a 
new trial. And the same course would be pursued if, by 
reason of some point of law, the verdict of the jury had 
become wholly immaterial to the decision of the case; the 
verdict might then be wholly disregarded. But when the 
question was one simply of the weight of evidence, ever 
though the evidence in support of the verdict was bat 
slight, it was for the jary to decide, and tha court would 
not go contrary to their finding, but would, at the most, 
direct a new trial. This, as the Court of Appeal held, is 
the practice which ought to be followed by the Court of 
Bankruptcy. 


ANOTHER POINT on which, in the above case, the court 
expressed a clear opinion was this—that under section 
72 one party alone is not entitled as a matter of right 
to have an issue of fact tried by jury. In order that 
such a trial may be had, both the parties must concar 
in asking for the jury, or the judge mast be of opinion 
that the case ought to be so tried, but in either case. 
the judge must exercise a jadicial discretion in making 
the order. In Ex parte Morgan there appeared to have 
been an irregularity in the making of the order for trial 
by a jury, inasmuch as it was expressed to have been 
made on the application of one of the parties only.. 
But the Court of Appeal was of opinion that such an 
irregularity was capable of being waived, and that it. 
had been waived by both parties appearing at the trial 
without taking the objection. 








A meeting of the members of the late Home Circuit was 
held on Wednesday evening in the Middle Temple Hall to 
consider their position in relation to the recent Order in 
Council abolishing the circuit and creating the new South- 
Eastern Circuit. Mr. Montagu Chambers, Q.C., occupied 
the chair. Mr. Day,Q.C., moved that, in the opinion of the: 
meeting, the rule requiring a counsel t» exact a special re- 
taining fee before he can accept a brief upon a circuit other 
than his own cannot be justified, and that a convenient 
opportunity now presented itself for abolishing the restric- 
tion altogether. Mr. Serjeant Parry seconded the resolution, 
which was supported by Mr. Watkin Williams, Q C., and as 
strongly opposed by Mr. Serjeant Robinson. The Hon. Alfred 
Thesiger, Q.C., moved an amendment condemning the 
system of special retainers, but submitting the question to 
the other circuits, with a view to the abolition or modifica- 
tion of the rule. Mr. Serjeant Ballantine seconded the 
amendment. Mr. Willis and Mr, Watkin Williams opposed 
the amendment, upon the ground that no modification of 
the rule, nor anything short of its total abrogation, would. 
be satisfactory. Upon a division the amendment was 
negatived by 84 to 82. The original resolution was then 
put, and carried by a large majority by show of hands, and 
without any division Sing challenged. Mr, Watkin 
Williams then moved that the opinion expressed by the 
meeting be communicated to the circuits of England and 
Wales, with a view to a common agreement upon the subject 
being arrived at. The Hon. Alfred Thesiger seconded the 
motion, which was carried unanimously. 
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General CorresponvVencee. 


SoLiciToks AND THE Bar. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal,} 

§ir,—I am directed by the Council of the Incorporated 
Jaw Scciety to forward to you the annexed copy ci a 
resolution passed by the council on the 4th inst. with 
reference to the restrictions on the call of solicitors to the 


mi the annual report of the council of the 16th of 
July, 1875, which has already appeared in your columns, 
ial reference was made toa correspondence which 
had taken place between the then president of the society 
and the treasurers of the several Inns of Court on the 
subject of the relaxation of the regulations restricting a 
solicitor from being called to the bar until he had kept 
twelve terms as a student of an Inn of Court, and which 
correspondence concluded with an expression of opinion 
on the part of the joint committee of the four Inns of 
Court that it was inexpedient to comply with the sugges- 
tion for such relaxation—that opinion being accompanied 
by an observation that, by Act of Parliament, a barrister 
could not become a solicitor until he had ceased to be a 
barrister for three years. 
You will observe that the resolution passed by the 
council points specially to this last observation. 
E. W. Wittramson, Secretary. 
Incorporated Law Society, U.K., Chancery-lane, 
W.C., Feb. 16. 


[The following is the resolution referred to: — 
IncorroraTED Law Society, U.K: 

At a Meeting of the Council, February 4, 1876, 

It was resolved,—That, with the view of facilitating the 
access of solicitors to the bar, and of barristers to the roll 
of solicitors, it is expedient that the law should be 
amended ; and that barristers of not less than five years’ 
standing should, on quitting the bar and passing such 
examination as this council shall from time to time ap- 
prove, be admitted solicitors. | 





Tur VENDOR AND Purcuaser Act, 1874. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir—Can you or any of your readers inform me 
whether section 4 of the above Act (which permits the 
legal personal representative of a mortgagee to convey the 
mortgaged estate) applies to the case of a re-conveyance 
toa mortgagor paying off his mortgage? At first sight 
it would appear to apply, but upon looking at the pre- 
amble and the other sections of the Act, section 4 would 
seem only intended to provide for the case of a purchase 
in which an outstanding mortgage is being got in. 

P: 


[The point raised by our correspondent is one of great 
importance, and, like all the other points hitherto arising 
under this ill-drawn Act, is one of considerable difficulty, 
Ifhis view is correct—and we are bound to say that it 
does not seein to be groundless—a large number of trans- 
actions will be affected ; and we hesitate to discuss the 
point without mature consideration.—Ep. S. J.] 





Fees or ComMissiONERS FOR Ar¥ipayirs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—It would be interesting to many of your readers to 
w how commissioners for affidavits are treating the 
Variance beween the two orders as to their fees. 

The Order in Council of 12th August, 1875, specifies that 
the commissioners shall receive one shilling for marking each 
exhibit, clearly using the word “ exhibit" in the old sense. 

But the order of the 28th October, 1875, seems to me to 

crease the commissioner's fee, for it says he shall receive 
1s, “ for cach exhibit therein referred to and required to be 
marked, whether annexed or not.” 

Iti, of course, well known that the practice has been for the 





commissioners to initial such things as (say) copies of writs, 
even when printed with affidavits of service, cn the same 
sheet of paper, and not to charge for such initials, but oaly 
for signatures, but if commissioners generally intend charg- 

ing upon the higher footing it would be well that we should 
act uniformly, and so prevent what may otherwise become 
competition for the exercise of so important a function as 
administering oaths. 

It is obvious that the higher payment would not in-- 
juriously affect the profession, as practitioners could charge 
their clients with any moneys properly disbursed. 

Feb. 16. A CoMMISSIONER. 





Sucieties. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn Hall 
on Wednesday, the 16th of February, 1876, Mr. Dean, 
LL.B., in the chair. Upon the motion of Mr. Round, it was 
unanimously decided that the society should present a 
petition to Parliament during the coming session in support 
of the incorporation of the School of Law as proposed by Lord 
Selborne’s Bill, and that the societies in union should be 
requested to co-operate in such petition. Mr. S. Chester spoke 
in the affirmative upon the following question: —‘“‘If A. falsely 
disparages the quality or value of B.’s lands or goods, can 
B. successfully maintain an action against A. to recover com- 
pensation for any damage thereby occasioned ?” which, after 
discussion, was decided in the negative by a majority of three. 


PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVONPORT 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Athengum, Ply- 
mouth, on Friday, February 11, T. Wolferstan, Esq., in the 
chair. The subject for the evening’s discussion was ‘‘ Would 
the fact that the substantial purpose of an insurance on a 
ship was at an end be sufficient to discharge the underwriters 
from further liability, notwithstanding that the time fixed by 
the policy forthe determination of the risk has not expired 7” 
(Gambles v. Ocean Insurance Company, 24 W. R. 178, 
1 Ex. D. 8, and cases cited therein). Mr. J, H. Helpman 
spoke in the affirmative and Mr. J. Loye in the negative, 
Mesers. Weekes, M. Harrison, and Fox, joining in the 
discussion which ensued. The form of the question was 
materially changed during the course of the discussion, and,. 
after Mr. Wolferstan had summed up in a very lucid manner, 
it was altered to the following: ‘‘ Was the case of Gaméles v. 
Ocean Insurance Company (24 W. R. 178, 1 Ex. D. 8) 
rightly decided?” The question was carried ia the nega- 
tive by the unanimous vote of the meeting. 


NOTTINGHAM ARTICLED CLERKS’ 
SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Guildhall, Not 
tingham, on Friday, the 11th inst. The Vice-President, Mr. J. 
Bright, jun., solicitor, oceupied the chair. Eighteen mem- 
bers were present, and a very animated discussion took place 
on the question, ‘‘ Should the English stage be free from- 
official control ?"? Messrs. Elborne and Wheldale argued in 
the affirmative. Messrs. A. Bright and Travell opposed, and a 
well-sustained aud interesting debate ensued. On a division, 
the negative was carried by nine votes to eight. 








At a meeting of the Association of Chambers of Commerco 
on. Tuesday it was resolved “ That this association observes 
with regret, that by a recent decision of the Queen’s 

’ Bench Division of the High Court of Justice, in Smith 
v. The Union Bank of London, the feeling of security which 
the public have hitherto enjoyed under the system of crossed 
cheques has been greatly shaken, and that in the opinion of 
this association the negotiability of such cheques so crossed 
ought to be limited consistently with the direction of such’ 
crossing, and that a memorial be addressed to her Majesty’s 
Government praying them to introduce such a Bill into. 
Parliament as may effectually restore such security.” 
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Appotuturents, Ete. 


Mr. Tomas Bearp, solicitor, of 10, Basinghall-street, 
‘has been elected Chairman of the Orphan Schools Commit- 
“tee in the Court of Common Council. Mr. Beard was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1858, and is in partnership with his son, 
Mr. Walter James Westcett Beard. He has for some years 
represented the Ward of Bassishaw in the Conmmon Council, 
-and has served as Under-Sheriff of London and Middlesex 
“to Sheriffs. 

Mr. Artuvr CHAtttNor, solicitor, town clerk of 
Hanley, has been elected Clerk to the Great Chell and Shel- 
ton Turnpike Trusts, in succession to his brother, the late 
Mr. Charles Edward Challinor. 


Mr. Tuomas Witi1am Eastwoop, solicitor, of Todmor- 
-den, has been appointed Clerk to the new Todmorden 
Urban Sanitary Authority. Mr. Eastwood is the nephew 
and partner of Mr. Abraham Greenwood Eastwood, the 
registrar of the Todmorden County Court, and clerk to the 
justices, and was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 


Mr. Jostau Sapter Empson, solicitor, of North Wals- 
ham, has been elected Clerk to the North Walsham Local 
Board of Health. Mr. Empson was admitted a solicitor in 
1869. 


Mr. Greorce Bovrter Wetsrorp, solicitor, has been 
-appointed Clerk to the Weymouth Board of Guardians and 
‘Superintendent Registrar of the District, in the place of his 
brother-in-law, the late Mr. Richard Hare. Mr. Welsford 
was admitted a solicitor in 1856. He is a member of the 
Town Council of Weymouth, and is now serving his second 
yearas Mayor of the borough, having been re-elected on the 
expiration of his first year of office. 








Sudgqes’ Chambers.* 


(Before AncuinaLp, J.) 
Feb. 3.—Padwick v. Scott. 
Transfer of action—Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24, 
sub-section 2; s. 34. 

This was an application to transfer an action on a deed to 
the Chancery Division of the court. The defence was that 
the deed was in equity void, and should be set aside on the 
ground of undue influence. 

Chitty, for plaintiff, referred to Judicature Act, 1873, 
8. 24, sub-section 2. 

A G. Shaw, for defendant, referred to section 34 of the Act 
of 1873. 

ArcuivaLp, J.—This case is assigned to the Chancery 
Division, as it relates to the rectification, setting aside, or 
‘cancellation of a deed. 

Order to transfer to Chancery Division (Hall, V.C.). 


Feb. 4.— Woolston and Another y. Baines. 

Signing judgment on specially-indoreed writ—Ord. 14,r. 1. 

This was an action for money paid, at the request of the 
defendant, for differences on the Stock Exchange. Master 
Hodgson had refused to make an order to sign judgment, on 
the ground that there was an arrangement to carry over the 
account between the parties. The plaintiffs relied on an 
admission of the defendantithat the money was due. 

AxcninaLy, J.—How can the agreement between the 
parties to carry over the account be an answer to this 
action? It isa mere matter of arrangement, a promise to 
postpone, for which the defendant caunot suggest any con- 
siteration. 

Order to sign judgment. Decision of master reversed. 


(Before Denman, J.) 
Feb. 5.—Lame v. Lve and Another. 
Judgment dismissing the action—Ord 46, rr. 19, 20, 22. 
This action bad been tried before Pollock, B., and on its 
being called on the plaintiff was absent, and the defendant 
appeared, The jary was sworn, and a verdict taken for the 
Aclendant, the jadge certifying for a special jury. Subse- 


* Reported by A. H. Lirrieston, Eny., Barrister-at-Law. 





aia, 
quently, the plaintiff applied to set aside the judgment, 
was done on the terms that the plaintiff should 
costs of the day, all costs thrown away, and the costs of the 
application to tax. The question now arose on appeal from 
the taxing master, whether the sum of £12 12s. should by 
allowed the defendant as costs of the special jury. 

Clay, for plaintiffi—It was unnecessary to swear the 
jury. Under ord. 36, r. 19, it is not intended that 
verdict should be taken. 

Lumley Smith, for defendant, referred to the words jp 
r. 22 of the same order, “‘ direct that judgment be entered 
for any or either party, as he is by law entitled to upon 
the findings,” and doubted whether “ judgment dismissing 
the action” would be a final and conolusive judgment, s 
as to prevent the plaintiff bringing another action. 

Denman, J.—I agree that the practice of not swearing 
the jury is right ; but as it was done under a mistake, | 
think the fair course would be for each party to pay half 
the costs. 

Order by consent for each party to pay £6 6s., costs in 
the cause, 

Feb. 5.—Berridge v. Roberts. 

Signing judgment on specially-indorsed writ—Ord. 14, r. 1, 

This was an application for leave to sign judgment under 
the above rule oa appeal from the master. The action was 
to recover £5,000, and interest, on a joint and several cove- 
nant. The defendant set up a deed of release, the answer to 
that being that the release was an escrow. 

Howell, for plaintiff, asked that it judgment was not 
allowed to be signed, at all events the defendant might be 
ordered to pay the money into court. 

A. B. Harrison, for defendant. 

Denman, J.—This is a question for a jury to try. The 
plaintiff brings simply an affidavit stating that the money 
is due, and the defendant replies by alleging a deed of 
release. The plaintiff has to resort to the difficult affirma- 
tive proof that the deed of release was only delivered as an 
escrow. I shall not order the money to be paid into court. 


Feb. 7.—Fowler v. Lee. 
Signing judgment on specially-indorsed writ—Ord. 14, r. 1, 

This was an appeal from the district registrar of Liver- 
pool, who had refused the plaintiff’s a age to sign 
judgment. The action was brought under the old pro- 
cedure, and the writ specially indorsed in the same manner 
as it would now be under ord. 3, r. 6. The special indorse- 
ment on the writ was as follows :—‘ April, 1875. To 
amount of account rendered for work done by the plaintiff 
for the defendant at his request in and about the keeping 
and training of a horse of the defendant, £51 5s.” Conflict. 
ing decisions as to whether judgment could be signed under 
ord. 14, r. 1, under any circumstances when the writ had 
been indorsed before the Judicature Acts came into opera- 
tion were referred to, [see ante, pp. 101,162, 219.] It was 
stated that the district registrar had said that at any rate he 
would not make the order after issue joined. 

Channell, for plaintiff.—The general order of Mr. Justice 
Lugh, that where no declaration has been delivered before 
the Ist of November the proceedings should be continued 
under the old system, was expressly stated to be subject to 
special orders. If there is no defence to this action, why 
should it go to trial? The plaiatiff’s claim to a set-off is 
in reality only ground for an action of trover. 

W. C. Gully, for defendant.—My claim to a set-off is in 
respect of certain harness, &., left by the defendant with 
the plaintiff. That might be for goods sold; leaving goods 
in the possession of another is, under certain circumstances, 
evidence of a sale. We paid £25 on this claim, and this 
proceeding was not taken by the plaintiff till after issue 
joined. Supposing the set-off not to be good, if the plain 
tiff can avail himself of the new procedure the defendant 
can also, and my defence is good as a counter-claim. 
this action goes on we shall apply to bring it under the 
Judicature Acts in order to file our counter-claim. 

Denmax, J.—I shall affirm the registrar's decision, and, 
if both parties consent, I will give the defendant leave now 
to file his counter-claim. 

No order ; costs to be defendant's in any event. Defend- 
ant to be at liberty to proceed by way of counter-claim. 

Solicitors for plaintiff, Paddison, Son, ¢ Tetley. 

Solicitor for defendant, Z. W. Owles. 
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Saturday, Feb. 5.—Transrer or Penpixe Business— 
-Ciarm In County CocrT—JupicaTure ACT, 1873, 
5, 22—OrD 19 R. 3.—This was an ex parte application for 
Jeave to proceed under the Judicature Acts in order to file a 


. gounter-claim. The action was commenced under the old 


, and the declaration was for goods bargained and sold, 
be plea being never indebted. ‘The action was remitted 
from the superior to the county court on November 26. 
An application was subsequently wade tothe county court 
judge for leave to file a counter-claim, and he adjourned the 
jxtion for two months toenable the defendant to apply 
to a judge of the superior court for leave to proceed under 
the Judicature Acts. It was stated that the application was 
made ex parte by consent. 

Denman, J.— There is no proof that the other side consent 
efore me, and the cause has now gone on too long under 
the old system to transfer it to the new. 

No order. 








Caurts. 


LONDON SITTINGS. 
(Before Pottock, B., and a Special Jury.) 
Feb. 7.—Lindow and Others v. Dale. 
Custom of the Stock Exchange. 

This action was brought by the plaintiffs, who are 
stockbrokers, carrying on business in Angel-court, 
Throgmorton-street, to recover a sum alleged to by 
due from the defendant for differences under the fol- 
lowing circumstances :—Some time in the month of August 
last, the defendant had instructed the plaintiffs to buy for 
him for the then next account a certain number of Peru- 
vian bonds. The bonds were bought by the plaintiffs ac- 
cordingly, and the customary bought-note was sent to the 
defendant, but on the account day, the bonds having in the 
meantime fallen, the plaintiffs, acting on the defendant's 
instructions, carried over the bonds, and paid the difference 
and the necessary contango, the continuation-note sent to 
the defendant containing the words, “ subject to the rules of 
the London Stock Exchange.’’ The defendant did not re- 
imburse the plaintiffs the sums which, in accordance with the 
custom of the Stock Exchange, they had been compelled 
topayon his behalf for differences and contango. The 
plaintiffs again carried over on the next day, and 
sent the defendant the customary continuation-note, 


' but finding that the defendant failed to re-imburse 


them the sums they had been obliged to pay on each 
carrying over, gave him notice that unless he did so 
they would at once close the account. The defend- 
ant paid no attention to their communication. and the plain- 
tiffs in consequence, some time before the arrival of the next 
account day, closed the account by selling the bonds, and 
bronght this action for the balance due to them. 

Benjamin, Q.C., and C. M. Griffith, for the plaintiffs. 

C. Russell, Q.C., and Bigham, for the defendants. 
’ For the defence it was contended that the plaintiffs, by 
carrying over to the then next account day, had deprived 
‘themselves of the right of closing the account before such 
day arrived, It was, however, distinctly stated by the plain- 
tiffs’ witnesses, membersof the Stock Exchange, and admitted 
byastockbroker called as witness on behalf of the defendant, 
thatwhen stock is carried overfor a customer there isa condi- 
tion annexed by the usages of the London Stock Exchange 
that the customer shall pay the difference due on the 
settling day, which is two days after the carrying-over day, 
and that ifa broker is not forthwith supplied by his cus- 
tomer with the funds necessary to re-imburse himself for the 
sums paid by him on behalf of such customer on the settling 
day by way of differences and charges, the broker is, after 
Notice to his customer, entitled without delay to close the 
Account, even though the next account day has not yet. 
Atrived; and the jury accordingly, under the direction of 
his lordship found a verdict for the plaintiffs for the full 
amount claimed. 

The defendant’s counsel contended that the custem was 

» even if proved, as it was contrary to or varied the terms 
of a written contract, and they applied for leave to move 
the court, which was refused by the learned judge, who held 

it the custom was not inconsistent with the contract, and 

judgment to be entered for the plaintiffs. 





Legal Pews. 


It is stated that the Railway Amalgamation Bills of the 
present session propose the absorption by a few of the larger 
railway systems of about 640 miles of railway. 

Mr. Pullen, barrister-at-law, bas been appointed acting 
Professor of History and Political Economy in.the Elphin- 
stone College, Bombay. 

Mr. Torr on Wednesday presented a petition to the House 
of Commons from the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool 
against the Clerk of the Peace (County Palatine of Lancas- 
ter) Bill. 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday in reply to Mr. 
Onslow, the Attorney-General stated that although the 
county of Surrey was not to be included in any circuit, com- 
missions would be issued not less than twice a year for the 
discharge of civil and criminal business therein, and there- 
fore the assizes for that county would not be abolished. 


In the Common Pleas Divisional Court on Friday week Mr 
Justice Grove informed the court that he had just received 
the painful news of the death of Sir John Taylor Coleridge. 
He mentioned it, he said, as a great public loss, and one 
that all the bar would feel, though not so keenly, perhaps, 
as himself, who had received many acts of kindness from 
the deceased judge. Mr. Bulwer, Q.C., speaking on behalf 
of the bar who were present, expressed his sense of the loss. 

The following recommendation is reported to have been 
made by the grand jury at Jacksonville, Florida :—“ We 
find there are three prisoners in the gaol who have been 
there nearly two years for the pitiful sum of 10dols. costs 
each. These prisoners have cost the county about 900dols, 
We recommend that the city commissioners pay the fine, 
release the prisoners, and thereby save money for the 
county.” 

Justice DeWolf, of Chicago, says the Chicago Legal 
News, likes a quiet joke. A jury was being empanelled before 
him once, and a well-known lawyer happened to be 
summoned upon it. The attorney for one of the parties, 
perceiving him in the jurybox, said: ‘Your honour, | 
object to this man; he is a lawyer.” The justice looked 
gravely over his spectacles, and in a sepulchral tone 
remarked :—‘‘ Your objection is not well taken, for the 
gentleman don’t know enough law to disquelify him.” 

Mr. Oakley Wall, says the Central Law Journal, on 
quitting the stage for the bar, made a farewell speech in 
which he said: “The physicians say that I must leave 
the practice of the law; but my clients say ‘ No,’ and 
they disturb me at all hours at my house, and crowd about 
me at the theatre, and leave their papers at the box office. 
When I abandoned the practice of the law for the stage, 
there were those who had.never acknowledged that I could 
manage anything properly, who turned about and called me 
an excellent lawyer. They were like those who, after a 
man is dead and under the sod, say that he was virtuous 
from his cradle up.” 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Waddy asked 
the Secretary of State forthe Home Department whether 
it was true that Mr. H. W. Verey had been appointed 
official referee under the provisions of the Judicature Act, 
1873. Mr. Cross replied that the gentlemen who had been 
appointed official referees under the provisions of the Judi- 
cature Act were Mr. Anderson, Q.C., one of the examiners 
of the Court of Chancery ; Mr. Dowdeswell, Q.C., of the 
Oxford Circuit ; Mr. Charles Morris Roupell, of Lincoln’s- 
inn; and Mr. H. W. Verey, of the Home Circuit. Mr. 
Waddy thereupon gave notice that, on the earliest day 
practicable, upon going into supply, he should cail attention 
to the appointment of Mr, Verey, and should move a resolu- 
tion. 

The Gazette publishes the Royal commission, dated the 
14th inst., to inquire into and report upon the nature and 
extent of international obligations applicable to questions 
as'to the reception of fugitive slaves by her Majesty's ships 
in the territorial waters of foreign States, and into all 
instructions from time to time issued to the commanders of 
her Majesty's ships relative thereto, and whether any en- 
gagements into which this country has entered bear upon such 
questions, and whether ia case such obligations, instructions, 
or engagements shall appear to be at variance with the 
maintenance by her Majesty’s ships and officers, in 





322 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Feb. 19, 1876, 








whatever waters they may be, ofthe right of persona 1 
liberty, any and what steps should be taken to secure for 
them greater freedom of action in this respect. The 
following are the commissioners :—The Duke of Somerset, 
Sir Alexander James Edmund Cockburn, Sir Robert Joseph 
Phillimore, Mr. Montague Bernard, D,C.L., Sir Thomas 
Dickson Archibald, the Hon. Alfred Henry Thesiger, Sir 
Henry Thurstan Holland, Rear-Admiral Sir Leopold George 
Heath, Sir Henry James Sumner Maine, Sir George Camp- 
bell, Mr. James Fitzjames Stephen, Q.C., and Mr. Henry 
Cadogan Rothery, Registrar in Ecclesiastical and Admiralty 
Causes, 








Leqislatian of the Week*. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Feb. 10.—Ecciesiasrican Orrices. 


The Archbishop of Canrzrsury introduced a Bill to re- 
form certain ecclesiastical offices and to regulate eccle- 
siastical fees, 

Feb. 11.—Juptcature Act AMENDMENT. 

The Lorp CHANcELLOR introduced a Bill. He explained 
that in order to constitute @ final court of appeal for the 
United Kingdom, it was proposed that there should be a 
number of Lords of Appeal in the House of Lords, consist- 
ing of peers who had filled high judicial offices, and in 
addition that there sbould be appointed, in the first in- 
stance, two other Lords of Appeal, selected from the 
bar or the bench, who should sit in the House of Lords 
with the rank of barons, who, so long as they 
retained their office, shouid receive a writ of sum- 
mons to sit and vote in the House as other peers, and 
whose salary should be £6,000 a year. The Bill provided 
for the continuous sitting of the House for judicial busi- 
ness during prorogations of Parliament, and after the 
dissolution of a Parliament the same object might be 
obtained by the issue of a Royal Commission. It was pro- 
vided that no case should be heard in the House unless 
three Lords of Appeal should be present. It was proposed 
that if this scheme was adopted there should be a com- 
mittee of inquiry of that Honse into the question of the 
expense of appeals, in order that it might be brought down 
to the lowest point ; also that an appeal committee should 
be constituted out of the Lords of Appeal, and that they 
should meet regularly once a week to dispose of all matters 
of practice now disposed of by the General Appeal Com. 
mittee. He deemed it desirable to obtain a point of con- 
tact between the tribunal in the House of Lords and the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. In the case of 
the four salaried members of the Judicial Committee 
there could be no fresh appointment under the Act consti- 
tutizg them. The Bill did not propose to interfere in any 
way with those four members acting on the Jadicial Com- 
mittee; but it proposed that when there were two 
vacancies among the four salaried members there should be 
@ power of sppointing one other Lord of Appeal in that 
Honse, and so likewise when two other vacancies of 
salaried members occarred there should be a power of 
appointing one more Lord of Appeal, so as to make four 
salaried Lords of Appeal in that House. The result, 
therefore, would be that when the four salaried members 
of the Privy Council had come to an end of their office, 
there would be four Lords of Appeal in ordinary, and it 
was proposed that they, being Privy Councillors, should be 
charged with the daty of sitting in the Privy Council as 
well as performing their duties in that House. The busi- 
ness to be disposed of was rather more than could be done by 
one tribunal, and rather Jess than could be done by two 
tribunals sitting throughont the judicial year. Therefore, a 
tribunal which could sit in two divisions, conld easily dispose 
of the business of both that House and the Privy Council. 
Other provisions of the Bill related to the court of inter- 
mediate appeal. It was proposed that when the offices 
of two out of the four salaried members of the Jadicial 
Committee became vacant, and when a Lord af Appeal was 
appointed, an additional member of the intermediate court 


* It may be well to explain that it is intended under this heading 
to give from week to week a summary of the object and pro- 
gress of legislation affecting England and Ireland only. 





of appeal should also be appointed ; and likewise when tho 
remaining two salaried members of the Judicial Committes 
should retire or die, another member of the intermediat 

court of appeal should be appointed. The result wonld be 
that when the whole system came into operation there . 
wonld be in that House, besides the Lord Chancellor, fogr 
Lords of Appeal in ordinary, bound to discharge the judj. 

cial business of that, House and of the Privy Council, ang 

in the intermediate court of appeal five permanent mem. 

bers of that court. It was provided that as soon as thg 

intermediate court of appeal had been thus Strengthened, 

two of the primary judges should be dispensed with, 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Feb, 10,—INFANTICIDE. 


Mr. CHar.zy moved the second reading of a Bill which 
provided tbat when a woman unlawfully or maliciously in. 
flicted grievous bodily harm upon a child at or immedistel 
after its birth, then although it could not te proved that y 
separate circulation had been set up in the system of the 
child, she should be punishable tor the cffence she had com. 
mitted. The Bill would leave it in the hands of the prose. 
cutor to indict the woman either for the major offence of 
murder, or the minor one of manslaughter, according to the 
circumstances of the case. 


Manitre Contracts. 

The CHANCELLOR of the Excuraver, in introducing a Bill 
on this subject, explained that by clause 4 it is provided that 
in every contract made for the carriags of goods or persons 
by sea the ship shall be warranted seaworthy at the com. 
mencement of her voyage. Provision is also made for render. 
ing this warranty efticacious—that is to say, for preventing 
the shipowner from contracting himself out of his liability, 
As to valued policies, it is provided that ‘* Where, in an action 
on a contract of insurance on ship or freight made after the 
commencement of this Act by a valued policy, it appears to 
the court at any stage of the action, whether application in 
this behalf is made by the defendant or not, that there is 
ground to believe that the valuation is unreasonably in 
excess of the real value of the subject-matter of iusuranre, 
the court may, if it thinks fit, direct an inquiry before 
referees on such terms and conditions respecting costs end 
other matters as to the court seem just, to ascertain what 
would have been the value of the interest of the insured if 
the policy had been an open one. If, on the report of the 
referees, it appears to the court that the valuation is un- 
reasonably in excess of the real value of the subject-matt-rof 
insurance, then the insured shall not be entitled to recover in 
the action more than the value as ascertained by the referees.” 
In the case of a time policy the provision is, That “ where 
an insurance on behalf of a shipowner on ship or freight by 
time is effected after the commencement of this Act, the in- 
sured shall not be entitled to recover in respect of any los 
occurring, if the loss would not have occurred but for the un- 
seaworthiness of the ship, and that unseaworthiness existed 
at the time of the ship leaving the port or place of safuty (if 
any) in which she was at tie commencement of the risk, or 
the port or place of safety in which she was last betore the 
commencement of the risk, and could have been prevented 
by the exercise of reasonable care on the part of the owner & 
of the master of the ship, or of any agent of the owner charged, 
as such, with the loading of the ship, or with the sending of 
her to sea from that port or place.” ‘T'here is a further pro- 
vision that ‘‘ for the purposes of this section, unseawortille 
ness arising from the defective condition of the hull, &., or 
by reason of overloading, shall alone be deemed unseaworthi- 
ness.” 

Mencuant Surrrina Acts AMENDMENT. 

Sir C. ADDERLEY, in introducing a Bill on this subject, ex- 
plained that the first enacting clause laid down broadly 
the principle that any man who sent a ship to sea without 
taking reasonable precautions that it was sent in such a con- 
dition as not to endanger human life was guilty of a mis- 
demeanour. The onus of proof would rest with the owner. 
The next subject with which the Bill dealt was the obliga 
tion of a shipowner to his crew—that he or his agents 
should take all reasonable precautions to make and to keep 
the ship in aseawortby state. The Bill adopted sectw# 
9 of the Act of 1875, which gave the seaman a civil remedy 
for injury from unseaworthiness, and imposed on the owner 
an obligation to the crew, out of which he could not con 
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tract himself. The next point was as to the'detention of 
anseaworthy ships. The Bill embodied the provisions of 
the Act of 1873 for survey, only substituting an easier 

; substituting for the county court a court of survey, 
consisting of a judge and two assessors of the Board of 
Trade, or of the Local Board of Shipowners. [t also em- 
bodied the provisions of the Act of 1875 for appointing 
officers with delegated power to detain. As to deck- 
cargoes, it was intended specifically to exempt some cargoes 
from prohibition, such as cattle, meat, and several things 
which evidently must be carried on deck ; but with regard 
to unexempted cargoes carried on deck, or in any space 
not included in the tonnage measurement, such space wouid 
be measured by its area and the rectangle of its bulk, and 
added to the measurement of the ship’s tonnage. It was 
also proposed to insert the deck-cargo clause of the dropped 
Bill, which rendered it imperative on every owner who cleared 
a deck cargo to insert in the log the quantity and quality of 
such cargo. The next clause of the Bill related to the load- 
line, and made permanent the 5th and 6th sections of the 
temporary Act of 1875. Passing to the clauses relating to 
wreck inquiries, the Bill proposed to take up a suggestion 
of the Royal Commissioners by the appointment of a superior 
class of judges to conduct the inquiries, to be called Wreck 
Commissioners, three in number, of whom one would preside 
over the largest, namely, the London district. One only 
would be appointed in the first instance. Another clause 
related to the subject of training ships. The Bill proposed 
to authorize grants out of the surpluses of the shipping office 
fees in aid of school ships established for the training of boys 
of respectable parents who had not been committed by a 
magistrate, and who, when turned out trained, passed an 
efficient examination. The last clause provided that ship- 
masters should be rendered liable to produce, if and when 
ealled upon to do so by properly appointed authorities, 
certificates as to the health of their crews. 


IncLosurEs, 

Mr. Cross introduced a Bill on this subject. He stated 
that it provided that the Inclosure Commissioners might 
entertain an application for a provisional order, first for the 
regulation of the common, and secondly for the inclosure of 
the common. As to the regulation, all that might be 
wanted simply was the practical adjustment of the rights of 


turbary and estover which might be detrimental to the 
common, and he would give power to compensate in kind or 
in money those with whose rights they would interfere. It 
was proposed to give power to apply to the Inclosure Com- 
missioners for a scheme by which a common might be im- 
proved, or by which some portions of it might be sold, and 
some sort of rate levied on the holders for the purpose of 
having the ppc improvements effected. The com- 
missioners were enabled to put in any scheme for inclosure 


as that free access should be secured to any particular 
path ; that particular trees should be preserved or 
destroyed ; and where no ground for the purpose of 
Tecreation was reserved, the privilege of playing games 
at such times and on such 
might be thought expedient should be secured. 


tion in the case ofasuburban common situated within six 


milesof a populous place should be served on the urban | 
sanitary authority, and that he should have a right to go | 


before the Assistant Commisioner and ascertain the views 
ef the Board on the question. It was farther provided 
that the urban sanitary authority might acquire by gift or 
in any other legitimate way a common or any part of it, 
and the number of persons who would, as he already stated, 
be required to make an application to the Inclosure Com- 
missioners in the case of an inclosure in severalty might do 
8oin the case to which he was now referring. Provision 
was made that every scheme which came before the In- 
closure Commissioners should be separately reported, and, 
together with the scheme, all the information which they 
had received in respect of it. It was further proposed, for 
Protection of village greens, to make every encroach- 
ment on a village green a public nuisance, and to enable 
any one to proceed against the persons so offending. 
As to the supervision of the schemes formed by the 
Toclosure Commissioners, it was proposed that some such 
Plan as that which had hitherto existed in the case of 
the expiring Turnpike Acts, should be adopted. Those 





parts of the inclosure as it | 
i As to sub- | 
urban commons it was agg that notice of any applica- | 





Acts were scheduled, and when the next session com- 
menced they were referred to a standing committee of the 
House, who reported upon them. 


Contacious DiszasEs Repeat. 
Sir H. JonnstTone introdaced a Bill to repeal the Con- 
tagious Diseases Acts, 1864, 1866, and 1869. 


Licenstnc Laws AMENDMENT. ° 
Sir H. Jonnstone introduced a Bill to amend the Licens- 
ing Laws. 


Sate or Inroxicatine Liquors on Sunpay. 
Mr. Witson introduced a Bill to prohibit the sale of in- 
toxicating liquors on Sunday. 


Union Ratine (Ireranp). 
Mr. O’SnaucHnessy introduced a Bill to substitute 
Union rating for electoral division rating for Poor Law pur- 
poses in Irelard. 


Feb. 11.—Vatvation or Property. 

Mr. Scrarer-Bootn introduced a Bill to consolidate and 
amend the laws relating tothe valuation of property for 
the purpose of rates and taxes. He said it was proposed 
that a Government officer—namely, the Surveyor of Taxes— 
should be a party to the preparation of the valuation lists. 
The exact mode in which his functions were to be brought 
into play was rather different from what was proposed on 
previous occasions, He was to be associated with the over- 
seers in the necessary preliminaries to the preparation of 
the lists, and was also to be an authority in fixing the 
amount at which the gross value was to be returned. The 
Bill was in a great degree a consolidation of the Metropoli- 
tan Valuation Act of 1869, and the Union Assessment Com- 
mittee Act. The provisions of the former Act had been 
slightly varied in some unimportant particulars, and there 
were some improvements in the mode in which the Surveyor 
of Taxes was instructed to proceed. He was to be associated 
with the overseer from the first, and during the early part 
of the year that which had proved to bea great difficulty in 
he assessing of the gross valuation would be got rid of. The 
appeals under the Bill were, in the first instance, to 
special sessions, and ultimately to the quarter sessions. ‘Tle 
special sessions would decide cases in which individual rate- 


those interested in the commons, but there were rights of | agnts ‘weve iniwesied:; the quanti Ouaes ieee See 


union complained against union or county against union. 
There were provisions in the Bill for securing the right of 
ratepayers in the event of notices not being properly given 
to them, so as to secure that they should not be ousted from 
redress. A very important alteration proposed by the Bill 
was that the valuation should not be at periods of five years, 
as in the metropolis, but at periods of seven years. It was 
proposed that the assessment of tithe rent-charge should 
also be made once in seven years, and not be varied from 


5s : : : | year to year as it now was, and a provision would be placed 
avy conditions which they might deem to be suitable; such | ig | rato. : 


in the Bill that for the purposes of valuation, where the 
circumstances of the parish required it, the salary of the 
curate should be deducted from the income of the rector. 


Satmon Fisueries. 
Mr. ASSHETON introduced a Bill to amend the law relat- 
ing to salmon fisheries in England and Wales. 


Law or Evrpencr. 

Mr. AsHLEy introduced a Bill to amend the Law of 
Evidence in criminal trials, and to enable prisoners or 
defendants, and their wives or husbands, to give evidence 
at such trials. 

QvarRrTER SEssIons. 

Mr. Forsyrs introdueed a Bill to enable justices in 
general and quarter sessions and recorders ot boroughs 
to try cases of burglary and forgery. 


LieEL. 
Mr. Wappy introduced a Bill to provide for the registra- 
tion of newspapers, aud to amend the Law of Libel. 


Oyster Fiswenres. " 
Mr. Wanpy introduced a Bill for the better protection 
of the oyster fisheries. 


Errina Forest. 
Lord H, Lennox introduced a Bill to extend the time 
for the Epping Forest Commissioners to make their final 
report. 
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Feb. 14.—Burtat-Grovnps. 
Mr. J. TatBor introduced a Bill to facilitate the pro- 
vision of burial-grounds in England and Wales. 


INDUSTRIAL AND Provipent Socteries. 
Mr. Sravevy Hitz introduced a Bill to amend the laws 
relating to industrial and provident societies. 


Feb. 15.—Tue Law or Crossep CHEQuEs. 

Mr. Hosparp introduced a Bill to explain the law re- 
lating to crossed cheques on bankers. He briefly sketched 
the history of legislation on the subject, and stated the 
recent case of Smithv. The Union Bank (24 W. R. 194), 
in which, he said, the judges evidently felt that there was 
something wrong, because they did not deny that nothing 
could be more distinct than the provisions of the Act of 1858, 
which set forth that any banker paying a cheque crossed with 
the name of a banker to any other banker than the person 
named in thecrossiog shall be held to have done wrong. 

3ut as no penalty was attached to that provision it was 
maintained that, if it was intended to be anything more 
than a caution, it ought to be carried farther by means of 
legislation. Now, that was what he proposed todo. The 
assumption that cheques were negotiable was impolitic in 
a national point of view, and destructive of the very pur- 
pose for which they were created by the drawers. A 
drawer wanted to make a payment through his own banker 
to a certain individual, and to get a receipt ; and if it was 
delayed there were two risks, as the banker might fail, 
in which event the drawer might have to pay the money 
over again. ‘The remedy he had to propose was, first, 
that a banker having paid a cheque wrongfully, in violation 
of the statute, should not thereby be discharged from the 
liability intended to be imposed upon him by the very 
contents of the cheque ; and, secondly, that he who should 
steal, or whose confederate should steal, a crossed cheque 
should not by that theft acquire a title in a document 
which was distinctly, from its face and nature, not in- 
tended for the thief, but intended to be paid by the banker 
named. 


Municrpan Orricers’ SuPpERANNUATION. 

Mr. Ratasone moved the second reading of this Bill. 
He said it guarded against abuse by providing that the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of State should be required for the 
grant of a pension; that the superannuation should not 
exceed the rate of pensions granted under the best table to 
public servants; that the grant of a pension should be 
voluntary on the part of a corporatior ; and that no assent 
should be given to the superannuation until it had been 
sanctioned by two meetings of the council. Under the 
Bill the town council might also make arrangements to 
deduct a certain portion of the salaries and emoluments of 
its officers to form a superannaation fund. 

This Bill was read a second time. 


Inranticive Bin. 
The committee was postponed till Friday. 


County Patatine or Lancaster (CLerk or THE Peace). 

Mr, Harpcastiz, in moving the second reading of this 
Bill, explained that his object was that the deputy clerks 
of the peace should be selected by the clerk of the peace 
for the county instead of by the Chancellor of the Duchy, 
as at present, and that instead of a sinecare principal 
clerk ar acting official should be appointed on the Occasion 
of the next change in the personnel of the office. 

The Bill was read a second time. 


Feb. 16.—Increase or THE Eriscorate. 

Mr. Beresrorp Hore moved the second reading of this 
Bill, but a motion for adjournment of the debate was carried 
on 4 division. 

Vauvation or Property (Merroronis) Act AMENDMENT. 

Mr. Hueearp introduced a Bill to amend the Valuation 
of Property (Metropolis) Act. He explained that the object 
of the measure was to carry still farther the principle of 
valuation in the direction of a general system by having 
the house-tax and the income-tax caleulated on the net rate- 
able value of property, and not on the gross valne or rent 
paid by the tenant. 

Homicrpz. 

Sir E. Witmor introduced a Bill to amend the law of 

homicide. 





—$<$<—=> 


Toxis on Tuames Brivags. 
Mr. McArruvr introduced a Bill to provide’ for throwing 
open for the free use of the public the present toll bri 
connecting the counties of Middlesex and Surrey acrogs 


River Thames. 


SEAMEN. 
Captain Pim introduced a Bill to provide for the organiza. 
tion of the Mercantile Marine Hospital Service and the 
Medical Examination of Seamen. 
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Law Students Sournayl. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Finat Examination. 
List of candidates who passed their final examination, 


January, 1876. 


Adshead, Thomas Fredk. 
Ackland, Bryans Thomas 
Limbert, LL.B. 
Arundel, Walter B. 
Barker, Edwin T. 
Barron, Norman 
Beeching, Robert A. D. 
Best, William W., B.A. 
Betts, Cecil Augustus 
Bird, Francis 
Bird, Heary Soden 
Bird, Ion Dyke 
Birkett, Percival 
Blades, James 
Blakeway, George S. 
Bonnett, John, B.A. 
Boulting, George W. 
Briggs, Charles A. 
Brown, William 
Bullock, Alfred W. 
Cave, Charles James 
Carlisle, Tom M. 
Chaldecott, Howard J. 
Chambers, Crompton 
Champion, Henry, B.A. 
Chandler, Edward A. 
Chester, Henry Morris, B.A. 
Cheston, Ernest Constan- 
tine, B.A. 
Child, Robert De Quincy 
Clinch, George 
Clutton, Walter 
Cobbett, Richard 
Conroy, Augustus A. 
Coombs, Thomas, the younger 
Cooper, Charles James 
Coulton, Richard C. 
Crewdson, Henry 
Cumming, Ernest 
Darling, David W. 
Dauncey, Frederick S. 
Davies, Thomas H. 
Davies, George Sydney 
Davies, Hugh Powel 
Dendy, John 
Dickey, Alfred 
Dix, Charles M. 
Dixon, Percy 
Downing, William D. 
Drummond, Harry 
Drary, Gerald CO. 
Dudley, Crews 
Dadley, George, D.D. 
Eddis, Basil Upton 
Eddowes, William 
Edgworth, Roger 
Eggar, Henry Cooper 
Ewens, Creasy 
Fielding, Ernest Chas. 
Fisher, Theodore Jobn 
Fladgate, William F. 
Francis, Harry Arthar 
Fulton, John Napier 


Gard, Albert 
Gardner, Herbert Wilson 
Gill, Wallace 
Gorst, William Frederick 
Greathead, Joseph A. W, 
Greenhill, Edmund H. 
Greenwood, Richard H. 
Gribble, Henry Ernest 
Gwillim, Edward Llewellyn 
Harland, James Walter 
Harris, Francis, B.A. 
Hawkesworth, John W. 
Hazeldine, John Thomas 
Hewett, George M. 
Hitchin, Thomas Henry 
Holmes, John §8. F. 
Howard, John Henry 
Hudson, Edward B. 
Haghes, Hugh, the younger 
Hutchings, Ticees 
Hatchinson, Arthur T. 
Hutton, Edward M. 
Jackson, Lawrence C. 
Jarvis, Francis B. 
Jones, John Evan 
Joseph, Jerrold N. 
Kay, John Caniliffe, B.A. 
Kemp, Benjamin W. 
Kenney, Thomas 
Kenwick, Jarvis 
King, Bernard W. 
Knowles, James 
Lamb, John Heary 
Langdon, John 
Laundy, Richard P. J. 
Layton, Edward J. 8. 
Leathley, Dudley W. B. 
Lepper, George L. 
Lloyd, Walter R. 
Lockhart, Charles W. E. 
Macdongall, Henry 
Maddison, Kobert D. 
McEwen, J. Kitchen 
Major, Alfred B. 
Mayne, William M. 
Mello, Adolphe A. E, 
Micklem, Thomas, jan., B.A, 
Mills, James Willis 
Myers, Joseph 
Nanson, William, B.A, 
Neale, John Aloxander, B.A, 
Nicholson, Thomas F, 
Norbary, Willoughby, B.A. 
Oglethorpe, James E. 
Owen, W. H. 
Oxley, Herbert 
Parkes, Edward W. 
Pateman, John T., 
younger 
Pearce, Frank Charles 
Phillips, William T, 
Piercey, George James 
Podmore, Jamea C. 
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Unna, G. Oscar 
Vaudrey, W. H. 
Vawdrey, W. W. 
Wake, Philip K. 
Wason, Eugene, M.A. 
Welsby, James Hardy 
Wilkinson, George 
Williams, Ernest H. 
Wills, Alfred 

Wilson, B. George 
Wintle, Douglas J. 
Woodhouse, W. C. 
Woodroffe, John W. A. 
Wray, Arthur W. 
Yarborough, A. C, 


Radford, John 
Rawson, W. Burfield 
Ray, George Edward 
Rigg, George W. 
Roche, W. Mills 

rs, Herbert W. 
Rook, Walter N. 
Sharpe, Alfred 
Sill, Alfred Henry 
Smith, Richard H. 
Sowter, George S. 
Spinks, William W. 
Stanford, Jobn E. 
Stevens, Edward 
Stratford, Hugh 8S. 








Court Papers. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 


Until further notice, appeals from interlocutory orders in 
cases from the Chancery Division will be heard on Satur- 
days by the Court of Appeal sitting at Lincoln’s-inn instead 
of on Wednesdays as hitherto. 

The appeals from the Exchequer Division will be heard 
on Monday next and the following days in the Exchequer 
Chamber, Westminster, at half-past ten. 





THE SPRING CIRCUITS. 
Soutu-Eastern. 
(Lord Chief Justice CoLERIDGE and Mr. Baron CizasBy.) 

Lewes, March 8; Maidstone, March 11; Chelmsford, 
March 17 ; Hertford, March 22; Huntingdon, March 25 ; 
Cambridge, March 27; Ipswich, April 1; Norwich, April 7. 

WESTERN. 
(lord Chief | Baron Ketty and Mr. Justice Denman.) 

Devizes, March 1; Winchester, March 4; Dorchester, 
March 11; Exeter, March 15; Bodmin, March 22; 
Taunton, March 27 ; Bristol, April 1. 

NortTHErn. 
(Mr. Justice BLhackBurN and Mr. Justice Brerr.) 

Appleby, February 28 ; Carlisle, February 29; Lancas- 
ter, March 4; Manchester, March 9; Liverpool, March 22. 

Nortu- Eastern. 
(Mr. Baron BRAMWELL and Mr. Justice MgLior.) 

Durham, February 28; Newcastle, March 6; York, 
March 13 ; Leeds, March 20. 

Miptanp. 
(Mr. Baron Huppiesron and Mr. Justice Livpiey.) 

Aylesbury, March 1; Bedford, March 4; Northampton, 
March 8; Leicester, March 11; Oakham, March 15; 
Lincoln, March 16; Nottingham, March 22; Derby, March 
28; Warwick, April 1. 

OxForD. 
(Mr. Baron AMPHLETT and Mr. Justice Freip.) 

Reading, March 1; Oxford, March 6; Worcester, March 
9; Stafford, March 15; Shrewsbury, March 24; Hereford, 
March 29 ; Monmouth, April 1 s Ghnniiain, April 6. 

Norrn Wass. 
(Mr. Justice Lusu.) 

Chester and city, March 4; Mold, March 11; Ruthin 
March 15; Beaumaris, March 18; Carnarvon, March 21 ; 
Dolgelly, March 24 ; Welchpool, March 28 ; Cardiff, April 1. 

Sovrn Wa tgs. 
(Mr. Justice Grove. ) 

Chester and city, March 4; Presteign, March 11; Brecon, 

March 14; Carmarthen, March 18; Cardigan, March 23 ; 


Ex Bills, £21000, 24 per Ct. 1 pm. 
Ditto, £500, Do, 1 pm. 
Ditto, £100 & £200, 1 pm. 


Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 94% 
New 3 per Cent., 943 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, ’¥4 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stook. 5 per 
Oo. 5 per Cent,, Jan.’73 | Ct. (last half-year), 256 
Annuities, Jan,’80— ‘ Ditte for Account, 





RAILWAY STOCK. fren 














Railways. Paid.|Closing Price 
Stock Bristol and Exeter 100 142 
Sto@k} Caledanian ..ccccccceseccercecccscesseccescccsessseoseee 100 137 
Stock Glasgew and South-Western ...... 100 106 





Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 
Stock Great Northern ..1.......sessesseese «+ 





























Stock! Do., A Stock*...... sae .. 100 14 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 100 112 
Stock Great Western—Original.....ss.c+ssecseseeseeene 100 116} 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........cssseeseesseres 100 1374 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast ........000 100 15g 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover...... . 100} 245 
Stock London and North-Western . 100 | 147% 
Stock’ London and South Western......... 100 | 1224 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolr 100 | 82 
Stock Metropolitan 100 | 101 xd 
Snel: TG, , DUANE © ccdevccesceccectedecssosteseceseede cee 100 | 46 
Stock Midland...........0+4 vee 100 | 137 
stock North British 100 | 121g 
Stock North Eastern 100 166% 
Stock | North London .......cccccssocsrsreccverssseeseceeceeree 100 131 
Stock North Staffordshire .........ccessecsrseesescerseeree ; 100 | 74 
Stock South Devon ' 100 13 
gtock South-Eastern ve 100} 1283 








*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Monry MARKRT AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

The Bank rate bas not been altered this week, the propor- 
tion of reserve to liabilities remaining about the same as 
Jast week, In the foreign market Spanish stock has been 
favourably affected by the defeat of the Carlists and the 
prospect of the civil war being terminated. The home rail- 
ways have in most cases declined, but do not show much 
alteration. Consols close at 944 to 94} for money, and 94} 
to 943 for account. 

The prospectus of the General Meat Co-operative Supply 
Association (Limited) has been issued. It is a new 
undertaking formed to supply meat on the co-operative 
principle. The stock will be killed by the company’s ser- 
vantsatanabattoir, and suitable premises will be secured at 
the West-end, where business will at first be conducted. 
Any profits in excess of 5 per cent. are to be partly devoted 
to reducing the price of meat, and developing the business. 
The capital is fixed at £75,000, iu shares of £1 each. 


—— 


AFTER DRYDEN, 
“ Three Pens, for three essentia! virtues famed, 
The ‘ Pickwick,’ * Owt,’ and ‘ WaverLey ’ were named. 
The first in flexibility surpassed, 
In ease the next, in elegance the last. 
These poiets, united wit h attractions new, 
Have yielded other boo ns, the * Parton ’ and ‘ Hinpoo.’” 
Funny Folks. 
To be had Everywhere. 1s, per Box, by Post 1s. 1d, 1,200 News- 
papers recommend them.—See ‘* Graphic,” 20th February, 1875, 
Patentees—MACNIVEN & CAMERON, 23 to 33, Blair-street.—Advt. 














BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
Dainty—Feb. 12, at Loddington House, Rugby, the wife of 
G. G. Dainty, solicitor, of a son, stillborn. 
DEATH. 
Bart—-Feb. 12, at his residence, 5, Woburn-place, Russell- 
square, Henry Edward Batt, solicitor, of 33, Walbrook,. 
eldest son of Henry Batt, of Dyers’ Hall, aged 38. 








LONDON GAZETTES., 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fatway, Fed, 11, 1876, 
LImiTED iN Ouancery. 
Borough of Hackney Public and Masonic Hall Company, Limited.— 
Creditors are required, on or before March 3, to sena their names and 
addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 





Haverfordwest, March 28 ; Cardiff, April 1. 





Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st. Monday, Marca 13, at 13,. 
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is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Pneumatic Company, Limited.—V.C. Maling has, by an order dated 
Dec 10, appointed Robert Fletcher, Moorgate st, to be official liqui- 
dator. 

Tin Foil Decorative Painting Company, Limited.—V.C. Bacon has, by 
an order dated Noy 6, appointed James Waddell, Queen Victoria st, 
to be official liquidator. 

Wallasey Social Club and Concert Hall Company, Limited.—By an 
crder made by V.C, Hall, dated Feb 4, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Sole and Co, Aldermanbury, ag:nts for 
Dodye and Phipps, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner. 


TourspaY, Feb. 15, 1876. 
LimITEp In CHANCERY. 

Coal Consumers’ Association, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 11, directed to be heard betore V.C. Malins on Friday, 
Feb 25. Jobnson and Co, Austinfriars, solicitors tor the petitioners 

‘Duff-yn Rhondda Coal and Coke Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated Feb 5, it was ordere4 that the voluntary winding 
up of the above company be continued. Lilis and Co, st. Swithin’s 
lane, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Howne Collieries Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 8, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on Feb 25, 
Hawkins, Saint Mary-axe, Leadenhwll st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Nant-y-Ricket Copper aud Lead Mining Company, Limited.—The M.R. 
has fixed Wednesday, Feb 23, at his chambers, at 12, tor the appoint- 
ment of an official liquidator. 

Norman Patent Sewirg Machines Compsny, Limited.—-Petition for 
winding up, February 12, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on 
Feb 25, Wilkins and Blyth, St, Swituin’s iane, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Stapleford Colliery Company, Limited.—V.C. Bacon has fixed Monday, 
Feb 28, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. 

Taurine Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an orler dated Jan 8, 
appointed William Williams, Basinghall st, to be official liquidator. 


Creditors under 22 & 283 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Tvespay, Feb. 8, 1876. 


Alcock, Thomas, Kingswood Warren, Surrey, Esq. March 3!, Chaunt- 
reli and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields ‘ 
Baddeley, Hannah, Congleton, Cheshire. March 25. Reade, Congle- 
ton 
Banks, William, Bootle, Lancashire, Gent. March 8. Richardson and. 
Co, Liverpool 
‘Baxier, George Giddins, Minories, Pork Butcher. March 10, Woodard, 
Ingram court, Fenchurch st 
Bayne, George, Landport, Hants, Cooper. April 24, Besant, Portsea 
Buekley, Mary Ann, Lapworth, Waiwick. March 18, Clarke, Birming- 
ham . 
Clark, Edward, Mansfield Woodhouse, Nottingham, Farmer. 
25. Bryan, Mansfield 
Dougias, James, York, Gent. April 6. Thompson, York 
Fawceit, Thomas, Fangfoss, York, Corn Merchant. April 6. 
son, York 
Felton, William, Idonia st, Deptford, Baptist Minister. 
Sole and Co, Alderman bury 
Garth, Thomas, Hans place, Chelsea, Esq. 
and Co, South Sea House, Threadneedie st 
€voaing, William Oliver, Montague place, Russell square, Civil En- 
giaee', May 31. Piews and Co, Mark lane 
Goodwin, Eimund, Mauchester, Esq. March 10. 
crester 
Grieve, William, Middlesborough, York, Esq. 
broke, Middlesborongh 
Hamilton, Marianne, Upper Richmond rd, Putney. 
ling, Spring garaens 
Hartwright, Elizabeth, Liverpool. 
Liverpvol 
Henderson, Joseph, Soulby, Westmorland. March 1, Preston, Kirkby 
Stephen 
Holmes, Johr, Normanton, Nottingham, Farmer, March 22, Stenton, 
Southwell 
Howard, ‘Tuomas, Rochdale, Lancashire, Butcher, 
Rochdale 
Johnson, Joseph, Church Brough, Westmorland, Farmer, 
Treston, Kirkby Stephen 
-Jones, Catherine, Albert st,;Regent's park. April 6. William Wightwick, 
Folkstone 
Keeten, Henry, Birmingham, Licensed Victaaller. 
Birmingham 
Mitchelson, kmily, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, 
Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 
_Mason, William, Southampton, Cooper. 
Southampton 
Norman, John, Pownall rd, Dalston, Gent. April 4, Raven and Hare, 
Harcourt buildings, Inner ‘Temple 
Ogden, Cyrus, Dunkiotield, Cheshire, Spindle Manufacturer. March 
16. Darnton and Bottomley, Ashtun-uuder-Lyue 
Phillips, Anne Maria, Chipping Norton, Oxford. April 1. Rawlinscn, 
Chipping Norton 
Riley, Jeremiah, Sowerby bridge, York, Innkeeper. March 1. Holt, 
Ripponden 
Rishton, John Edward Makon, Adelaide rd, Haverstook hill, Civil En- 
gineer. April 29. Skinner, Fleet st 
Rutherford, Kliza Aan, Liverpool. Aprill, Whitley and Maddock, 
Liverpool % 
Saunders, Thomas, Derby, Cabinet Maker. March 10. Leech, Derby 
. Slater, Joha Brown, North Carlton, Lincoln, Esq. March 31. ‘Loyn- 
bee and Co, Lincoln 
: Smith, James, Worth, Cheshire, Yeoman, March 12. 
Sons, Heaton Norris 


March 


Thomp- 
March 1. 
March 16, Wordsworth 

Farringdon, Man- 
March 10. Adden- 
March 25. Gos- 


Aprill. Whitley and Maddoc*, 


Feb 15. Brierley, 
March I. 


March 1, Ansell, 
March 15. Davies, 


Aprill, Hickman and Son, 


Vaughan and 


<> 
Sutton, Mary Jane, Liverpool, March 6. Cleaver and Holden, Liye 
1 


poo: . 

Tooke, Rev James Tuoke Hales, Snffolk st, Pall mall, March a 
Dean and Taylor, King’s rd, Bedford row : 

Topping, John, Liverpecl, Licensed Victualler, March 25, Hesketh, 
Southport 

Whiting, Charles Fenton, Maida hill west, Esq. Feb 25. Dixon, Fins. 
bury square 

Wilson, William Smith, Nottingham. March !. Bryan, Mansfield 

Winstanley, Henry Norris, Glyn, Carnarvon, Gent. March 27, Jack 
son and Co, Chancery lane 


Fripay, Feb, 11, 1876. 
Bond, Henry, South Petherton, Somerset, Clerk, April l. Nicholeits 
South Petheiton od 
Burton, George, sen, Lichfield, Market Gardener. 
and Russell, Lichfield 
Buston, Joseph, Hertpury, Gloucester, Farmer. March 25. Brethertog 
and Son, Gloucester 
Colvile, General Robert Henry, Kempsey House, Worcester. March 25 
Bennett and Co, New square, Lincoln's inn , 
March 29. 


March 31. Barnes 


Conll, John, Dariington, Durhem, Gent. 
lington 

Edwards, William, Windsor, Berks, 
Newmarket 

Fleschelle, Anthony John Francis, Brixtonrd, Surrey, Gent. Mareh 
16. Christopher and Son, Argyll st, Regent st 

Fox, Edward, Hereford, Farmer. March 1. Knight and Underwooi, 
Hereford 

Greenfield, George, Worthing, Sussex. March 25. Brownlow, Worth. 


Robinson, Dar- 


March 1. Kitchener and Feno, 


ing 

— Thomas, St Paul's churchyard. Apiill. Gatliff, Finsbury 
cirevs 

Hughes, Emma Lcuisa, Blackpool, Lancashire. March 31. Foster and 
Son, Liverpool 

Johnston, Alexander, Edmonton, Narseryman. 
Edmonton 

Kerwood, Ann, Oxford, March 31. Mallam, Oxford 

Lee, William, Bolton, Lancashire, Gent. March 20. Ruth, Bulton 

Mair, John Alfred, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer, Marck 41. Rich 
ards, Nottingham 

Maunsell, Key George Edmond, Thorpe Malsor Hall, Northampton. 
March 3l. Fisher, Essex st, Strand 

McCallan, Andrew, Camden rd, Camden town, Gent. 
Bridge, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Middleton, Rev Thomas, Manchester. 
chester 

Morris, James, Clunbury Hall, Salop, Farmer, 
Presteigne 

Morris, Rev James, Dosely, Salop. March 25, Prior and Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Ody, Maria, Appleford, Berks. March 8, Apps, South square, Gray's 
1 


March 11, Booker, 


April 1, 


March 25. Barton, Man- 


May 18. Stephens, 


nn 

Parker, William, Hinxworth, Hertford, Farmer. March 25. Chap 
man, Biggleswade 

Patterson, Ruth, Wells rd, Shepherd’s bush, 
Co, Bridge rd, Hammersmith 

Pim, John, East hill terrace, Wandsworth, Gant. 
and Whitting, Old Jewry 

Pow, Eizabeth, North Shields, Northumberland. March 3i, Watson, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Seton, James Garden, Stanhope place, Hyde park, Esq. 
Christopher and Son, Argyll st 

Sewell, Harriet, Lansdowne House, Holloway, March 31. 
and Co, Bishopsgate st without 

Slater, Anne, Bowden, Cheskire. March 1!, Boddington, Manchester 

Smith, Emma, Nottingham st, St Marylebone. March 18, Tomkias, 
York place, Portman square 

Stewart, Rotert, North Shields, Northumberland, Shipowner. March 
31. Tinley and Co, North Snuields 

Tolley, Sarah, Rock, Worcester. April %. Marcy, Bewdley 

be eee Bath, Gent. March 3!. Pernem, Wrington, nr 

Tisw. 

Whitehouse, Sarah, or Enos Stanley, Sodom, Sedgley, Stafford. April 
1. Whitehouse, Wolverhampton 

Whiting, Richard, Keanington rd, Licensed Victualler. 
Fraser, Dean st, Soho 

Wright, Maria Mary, Dawlish, Devon, 
Son, Argyli st, Regent st 


March 9. Watson and 


March 31, Bevan 


Mareh 16, 
Paling 


April |, 


March 16, Christopher and 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Feb. 11, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must focward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Carter, James, Craven st, Strand, Solicitor. Pet Feb 9. Hazlitt. 
March 1 at 1 
Eames, William, St Mark’s crescent, Regent’s park. Pet Feb & 
Hazlitt. March | at 11 
Edwards, Thomas, and Join Edwards, Regent’s park rd, Grocers, Pet 
Feb8, Huzlitt. March | at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Farminer, James, Shotter Mill, Surrey, Liceased Victualler, Pet Feb 
5. White. Guildford, Feb 22 at li 
Hal), Luther, Keighley, York, Auctioneer, Pet Feb 4. Robinson 
Bradford, Feb 22 at 9 
King, Isaac Newton, Tuddenham St Mary, Suffolk, Miller. Pvt Feb 8. 
Collins. Bury St Kdmuud’s, Feb 23 at 2 
Leigh, John, Manchester, Butcher. Pet Feb 8. Kay. 

Feb 24 at 9.30 
Marley, George, Wetherby, York, Pet Feb 7. Perkins. York, 
Feb 22 at 1z ‘ 
4 Toespay, Feb. 15, 1876, 

Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must torward their prouts of debts tu the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Manchester, 





— John, Liverpool, Gent. March 6. Cleaver and Holden, Liver- 
poo 


Bailey, Jewin st, Skirt Manufacturer. Pet Feb 11. Keen. Feb 
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To Surrender in the Country. 
pallimore, Robert, Lingdale lane, nr Guisborough, York, Joiner. Pet 
Feb 10. Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, Feb 29 at 3 
Donkin, John George, Rothbary, Northumberland, no occupation. Pet 
Febll. Mortimer. Newcastle, fev 26 at i2 
Gardner, Joseph Clark, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. Pet Feb 11. 
Mortimer, Newcastle, Feb 26 at 11.30 
Goodale, wsery, eer Builder. Pet Feb8. Willoughby, Wands- 
worth, Feb 29 at 
Phillips, Peter, Whittlesey, Cambridge, out of business, Pet Feb 12. 
Gaches. Peterborough, Feb 26 at 1) 
Red, George Daniel, jun, Penzance, Cornwall, Builder. Pet Feb 12. 
Chilcott, Truro, Fed 26 at 12 
gxton, Henry, Beaconsfield, Buckingham, Builder. Pet Feb 11. Watson. 
Aylesbury, March 4 at IL 
qoulmin, Alfred Harper, Petersham, Surrey, Gent. Pet Feb &. 
Willoughby. Wandsworth, reb 29 at 10.20 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faipay, Feb. 11, 1876. 
Weekes, John Davy, New Boswell court, Carey at, Lincoln’s inn fields. 
Feb7 
Tvur‘pDay, Feb, 15, 1876. 
Monckton, Arihur Lewis, Charlies Compton, and Thomas G. Doughty, 
Greut Tower st, General Brokers. Feb 9 
Cooke, Robert, Shirtey, Hante, Geut. Feb 12 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FiRST MEETING OF CREDITORS, 
Farivar, Feb. 11, 1876, 
Beker, Thomas, Birmingham, Ketail Brewer. Feb 24 at 12 at offices of 
Eaden, bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Banks, James, Selby, York, Ship builder. 
Weddall and Parker, Selby 
Bardsley, Henry, Manchester, Shirt Manufacturer. Feb 29 at 11 at 
. offices of Sale «nd Co, Booth st, Manchester 
Beisver, John, Commercial st, Whitechapel, Boot Maker. Feb 28 at 3 
at offices ot Emanuel and Simmo. ds, Finsbury circus 
Briggs, Charles, Worthing, Sussex, Grocer. Feb 23 at 3 at offices of 
Goodman, Prince Albert st, Brighton 
Broadey, Samuel, Lymm, Cheshire, Boot Maker. Feb 22 at 3 at offices 
of Nicholson and Co, Union et, Warrington 
Bryant, William Henry, Snelton, Staffurd, Builder. Feb 22 at 11 at 
oftices of Tenrant, Cheapside, Hanley 
Buck, Henry, Colieze st, College hill, Wine Merchant, Feb 28 at 2 at 
offices of Brown, Basinghall st 
Chettle, Tom, Strettord, Larcashire, Grocer. March 8 at If at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Sutton and Elliott, 
Manchester 
Child, Josep, Oldham, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Feb 22 at 3at offices 
of Edwards and Bintliff, Cheapside, Chapel walke, Manchester 
Cobbam, John, Upton-on-Severn, Worcester, Hosier. Feb 21 at 12 at 
offices of Cottrell, Newhail st, Birmingham ® 
Cole, William, Parkgate, Cheshire, Architect. Feb 23 at 12 at offices of 
Churton, Eastgate buildings, Chester 
Cook, George, Lancashire rd, Notting hill, Builder. Beb 28 at 2 at 
¢ffices of Smith, Siaple inn 
Couch, Joseph Benjamin, Devonport, Devon, Baker. 
offices of Sole end Gill, St Aubyn st, Tevonvort 
Crow!, William Charles, Perranarworthal, Cornwall, Manure Agent. 
Feb 22 at 12 at offices of Carlyon and Paull, Quay st, Truro 
Dakin, Charles Ewer, and Ellis Cecil Marke, Brewer st, Regent st, 
Heraldic Artiets, Feb 22 at 3at the Law Institution, Chancery lane. 
Ksch, Vernon st, Hammersmith 
Bavison, Richard, Sheffield, Cavinet Maker. Feb 23 at 11 at offices of 
Smith, Norfolk st, Shettied, Stacey, Sheffield 
Dean, Noel Hodson Marriott, Gorton, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. 
Feb 25 xt 3 at offices of Edwards and Bintliff, Cheapside, Manchester 
Dewick, Caroline, ‘thomas James Dewick, and Fraccis Ernest Dewick, 
Barbican, Printers. March | at 3 at the Cla-ence Hotel, Aldersgate 
st, Honlder, Aldersgate st 
Edwords, William, Bronbewy, Carmarthen, Cattle Dealer. Feb 28 at 
12.30 at offices of Green and Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 
Emmitt, George, Castle st, Finrbury, Plumber. Feb 23 at 11 at 145, 
Cheapside. Folcher, New Broad et 
Fawcett, Kichard, Lancaster, Marble Maron. Feb 28 at 11 at the 
works of Kichard Fawcett, Parliament st, Lancaster. Hall and 
Marshall, Lancaster 
Felthouse, Joon, Grendon, Warwies, Farmer. Feb 24 at 11 at offices of 
Baxter, Atherstone 
Ferguson, William Samuel, Stanley Villa, Peckham, Accountant. Feb 
26 at 3 at offices of Carr and Son, lane 
Fish, George, Wildsworth, Laughton, Lincoln. Feb 24 at 3 at the 
White Hurt Hotel, Gainsborough. Heathcote, Doncaster 
Retcher, John, Birmingham, Baker, Feb 23 at 3 at ottices of Eaden, 
Benneit’s hill, Birmingham 
Florendine, John, West Bromwich, Stafford, Stocktaker. Feb 24 at 12 
at offices of Topham, High st, West Bromwich 
Gent, Peter, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Hair Dresser, Feb 25 at 2 at offices 
of Downham, Market st, Birkenheed 
Grimwood, William Blandon, Colchester, Essex, Innkeeper. Feb 21 at 
12 at the Waggon and Horses Inn, Colchester. Smith 
Hansford, George, Blackburn, Couch Builder. Feb 29 at 11 at offices of 
Radcliffe, Clayton st, Blackbnrn 
Harradine, Charies, Bourn, Cambridge, Farmer. Feb 24 at 12 at the 
Greyhound Inn, Bourn. Elitson and Burrows, Cambridge 
Haws, Edwia, Chepping Wycombe, Buckingham, Chair Manufacturer. 
. 26 at 3at the Falcon Hotel, High Wycombe, Rawson, Great 
uw 
Hawhins, John, Bristol, Commission Agent. Feb 24 at 2 at offices of 
Triggs, Bioad st, Bristol, Benson and Themas, Bristol 
nhersy, George, Doncaster, York, Boot Maker. Feb 24 at 11 at offices 
wu Peagam, Baxter gate, Doncaster 
der, James, Westbourne grove, Bayswater, Draper. Feb 24 at 3 at 
ae Cheapside. Masen, Gie<ham st 
iret, Samuel, Heath-in-Slaithwaite, Huddersfield, York, Cattle Dealer. 
a 25 at 3 at offices of Ainley, New at, Hudderefield 
ersfall, John, Braaford, York, Stonemuson. Feb 18 at 10 at offices of 
Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 
ay, Squire, Oldnam, Lancasbire, Hat Manufacturer. Feb 21 at 3 at 
ofices of Ascro‘t and Sone, Clegg st, Oldham 


March 3 at 11 at offices of 


Feb 21 at 12 at 





Feb 26 at 11 at 
March 


Kentfield, Henry, Ipswich, Suffolk, Beerhous2 Keep:r, 
offices of Gill, St Nicholas st, Ipswich 
Kershaw, Frederick Newton, Bolton, Lancashire, Confectioner, 
2 at 3 at offices of Scowcroft, Town Hall square, Bolton 
Lewis, Abraham, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. i'eo 22 at 2 at offices 
of Joels, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Liddell, George, Millholme Bank, nr Carlisle, Farmer. 
offices of Bendle, Hodgson’s court, Carlisle 
Lightfoot, William, Chorlton-upen-Medlock, Lancashire, Grocer. Feb 
24 at 3 at offices of Best, Lower King st, Manchester 
Loverdo, John Denys, Mincing lane, Commission Merchant. Feb 21 at 
2 at the Guildhall Hotel, Gresham st. Fisher, Great Poctland st 
McKenzie, Robert Jeffrey, Newcxstle-upon-Tyne, Wine Merchant. Feb 
23 at 11 atthe Cunnon st Station Hotel, in lieu of the day and place 
originally named 
McRitchie, James, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Eating House Keeper. Feb 
22 at 2 at offices of Moore, Duncan st, Birkenuead 
Myer, Edward Sigismund, Liverpool, Tobacconist. 
offices of Blackhurst, Dale st, Liverpool 
Myerscough, Richard, Preston, Lancashire, Saddler. Feb 23 at 3 at 
the Sheiley’s Arms Hotel, Fisher gate, Prestun. Cunliffe and Watson, 
Preston 
Nixen, Thomas, Quadring Eaudike, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 24 at 12 at 
offices of Harvey, Spalding 
Norton, W lliam Henry, London wall, Glass Merchant. Feb 28 at 3 at 
offices of Lee, Gresham buildings, Basingball 
Norden, Stephen, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Butcher. Feb 26 at 11 at 
the Fox Inn, Chipping Norton. Kiiby and Co, Chipping Norton 
Parkes, William Starr, Hereford, Grocer, March 1 at 1 at offices of 
Wilding, King st, Heretord 
Phipps, Austin, Brecon, Tuilor. Feb 21 at 2 at offices of Bishop, Wheat 
st, Brecon 
Poole, William, Hereford, General Merchant. 
Hotel, Gloucester. Williams and Cu, Newpo 
Price, Edward, Garston, Lancashire, Baker. 
Williams, Lord st, Liverpool 
Ross, William, Crossley st, Liverpool rd, Islington, Builder. Feb 22 at 
4at the Horse and Groom Hotel, Winsley st, Oxford st 
Ruse, John, Little BarJfield, Essex, Farmer, Feb 21 at il at the King’s 
Commerviat Hotel, Great Bardtield. Evans and Eagles, John st, 
Bedford row 
Sargent, Matthew, Pemberton, Iancashire, Fish Dealer. Feb 24 at 3 at 
offices of Wall, Clarence chambers, Wallgate, Wigan 
Saunders, Thomas, Aylesoury, Buckingham, Baker. March 1 at 12 at 
offices of Fell, Aylesbury 
Sharp, Charles Harrison, Acton, Middlesex, Builder. Feb 28 at 1 at 
offices of Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields ¥ 
Shepkerd, Lewis, Southborough, Kent, no business, Feb25 at ll at the 
Corn Ecchange, Bank st, Tonbridge. Stenning, Tonbridge 
Smetzer, Joseph, Cliftonville, Sussex, Estate Agent. Feb 22 at 1 at 6, 
Great James et, Bedford row. Nye, Brighton 
Smith, John Nicholas, Great Dover st, Waste Paper Dealer. Feb 23 
at 3 at offices of Hicklin and Washington, Trinity square, Borough 
Southern, Matilda Agnes, Acton Burnell, Salso, Licensst Victuaier. 
Feb 22 at 11 at offices of Morris, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 
Stubbings, Henry Michael, Norfolk, Attleborough, Dealer. Feb 25 at 
3 at offices of Stariey, Bank Plain, Norwich 
Titley, Addison P>rritt, Leeds, Engineer. Feb 24 at 2 at offices of 
Bond and Barwick, Albion place, Leeds 
Trumap, Martha, and Elizabeth Truman, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, 
Deaters in Berlin Wool. red 29 at 2 at offices of Gray, St Paul’s 
buildings, Paternoster row 
Walker, William, Chiliesford, Suffolk, Farmer. 
of Moulton, New st, Woodbridge 
Waiter, James, Osford, Bu'lder. F+b 29 at 12 at offices of Bickerton, 
St Michael’s chambers, Ship st, Oxford 
Welch, James, Lowestoft, suffolk, Grocer. Feb 28 at 12 at offices of 
Seago, High st, Lowestoft 
Feb 23 at 
Morris, Staple inn, 


Fob 24 at Il at 


Feb 25 at 2 at 


Feb 25 at 1 at the Bell 


rt 
Feb 25 at 2 at offices of 


March 6 at 1 at offices 


Wicks, Henry Johu, Milkwood rd, Brixton, out of business. 
2 at offices of Howse, Staple iun, Holborn. 
Holborn 

Williame, Samuel, Neath, Glamorgan, Coal Exporter. March 6 at 12 
at offices of Cuthbertson and Tuberville, Water st, Neath 

Williams, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. Feb 19 at 10,15 at offices of 
East, Eldon chambers, Cherry st, Biraiingham 

Woodward. Richard, Kirkby st, H«tton garden, Upholsterer. Feb 25 
at 2 at offices o Eicum and Hocumde, Bedford row, Hoibora 


Tugspay, Feb. 15, 1876, 


Abrahams, Samuel Benjamin, Portsdown rd, Maida vale, Solicitor. 
March 2 at 3 at oftices of Lewis and Lewis, Ely place, Holbora 

Adamson, William Francis, Plymouth, Devon, Boot Cioser. Feb 28 a% 
ll at offices of Green way, Frankfortst, Plymouth 

Aldridge, Henry Joseph, Hednesford, Stafford, Tailor. Feb 25 at il at 
offices of Travis, Church lane, Tipton 

Anderson, William, sen, James Anderson, David Anderson, Josep’ 
Anderson, John Dawson, and Thomas Auderson, Egremont, Camber- 
Flax Spinners. Feb 25 at 3 at otfices of Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Andrews, James, Cheshunt common, Hertford, Hay Dealer. Feb 23 at 
4 at the White Hart ifotel, Waltham cross. Stoker, Gray's inn square 

Bailey, James Frederick, Swansea, Glamorgan, Hair Dresser, Fed 25 
at 3 at offices ot Woodward, Wind st, Swansea 

Barrowelire, Edward, Burton Joyce, Nuttingham, Shopkeeper. March 
1 at 11 at offices of Smith, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Bartrum, Arthur Clement, Bradtord, York, Stuff Merchant, Feb 26 
at 10 at offices of Wood and Killick, Commercial Bank buildings, Brad- 

* ford 

Benson, Jeremiah, Heckmondwike. York, Contractor. Feb 29 at ll at 
othces of Sykes, Oak st, Heckmondwike 

Bent, Edward Stanley, Manchester, Solicitor. March 8 at 4 at offices 
ot Best, Lower King st, Manchester 

Bevan, William, Showell Mill, Edgmond, Salop, Farmer, Feb 29 at 11 
at offices of Heane, Newport > 

Bills, James, Wednesbury, Stafford, Bagging Dealer. Feb 26 at 11 at 
Offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Bishop, Rev Hevry Ha'sall, Sunderland, Durham. Fed 29 at 12 at 
offices of Wilkinson, West Sunniside, Sunderland 

Blackburn, Luke, Knaresboroagh, York, Innkeepsr. Feb 28 at 2 at 
the Castle Vaults, Knaresborough. Pullan 
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Bliss, James, Brackley, Northampton, Boot Dealer. Feb 26 at 12.30 at 
the Ram Inn, Sheep st, Northampton, Buchanan and Rogers, 
Basinghall st 

Bond, Robert, Great Stokeley, Huntingdon, Farmer. March 7 at 11 at 
offices of Maule and Burten, Huntingdon 

Bogden, Obadiah, Old Shirley, Hants, Cooper. Feb 24 at 12 at offices 
of Guy, Albion terrace, Southampton 

Bulmer, Will'am, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Licensed Victualler. 
Feb 25 at 3 at offices of Daglish, Sandhill, Newcastle-upon-' 

Burdon, Charles William, South Shields, Durham, Commission Agent. 
Feb 28 at 3 at offices ot Mabane, Barrington st, South Shields 

Carter, Charles Dawes, Winchfield, Hants, Licensed Victualler. March 
2 at | at offices of Chandler, Church st, Basingstoke 

Cobhem, Francis Algernon, Rolls’ gardens, Chancery lane, Judge’s 
Clerk. Feb 26 at 3 at offices of Payne, Serjeants’ inn, Temple 

Coggan, William, Birmingham, Fishmonger. Feb 26 at 10.30 at offices 
of Eaden, Bennett's hi'l, Birmingham 

Compton, Samuel, Frome, Somerset, Jeweller. Feb 26 at 12 at offices 
of McCarthy, Kiog st, Frome 

Connel!, John, Barrow-in-furness, out of business. Feb 23 at 2 at the 
Sun Hotel, Ramsden st, Barrow-in-Furness. Nalder, Barrow-in- 
Furness 

Coulby, Mark, Nottingham, Foreman Labourer. Feb 25 at 3 at offices 
of Beik, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Cutler, George, Liverpool, Auctioneer. March 3 at 3.at offices of Lowo, 
Castle st, Liverpool 

Daires, William, Saltord, Lancashire, G:ocer. 
of Gardner, Brown st, Manchester 

Dewar, Donald Mangies, The Grove, Hammersmith, no occupation. 
March 8 at 2 at cffices of Watson, Southampton buildings, 
lane 

Dickinson, Eliza!Bartholomew, Unper Phillimore place, Kensington 
Lodging House Keeper. Feb 29 at 12 at offices of Copp, Essex st, 
Stran 

Draper, Edmund, Lime st, Insurance Broker. March 6 at 2at the Can- 
nen st Hotel, Crook and Smith, Fenchurch st 

Drew, Dinesh, William Drew, Jonathan Drew, and Frederick Drew, 
Highworth, Wilts, Bui'ders. Feb 25 at 11 at offices of Kinneir and 
Tombs, Corn Exchange, Swindon 

Elliff, Henry, Eimhouse Farm, nr Stockton-on-Tees, Durhem, Farmer. 
Feb 29 at 11 at offices of Draper. Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Emery, George, Torriano avenue, Camden rd, Music Publisher. Feb 
23 at 3 at officesof Perry, Great James st, Bedford row 

Farrar. William, Mirchinhampton, Gloucester, Dyer. March 2 atl2at 
the Ram Hotel, Gloucester. Smith 

French, Johr, Staniey Downton, Glovcester, Miller. March 2 at 3 at 
the Bell Hotel, Gloucester. Heelas, Stroud 

Golding, Francis Cheries, Bethnal greenrd, Boot Manufacturer. Feb 
29 at 2at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Terry, Gresham st 

Gomersali, Henry, Halifax, York, Draper. March 1 at !2 at 8, York 
st,; Manchester. Boocook, Halifax 

Gray, John Griffin, Seaham Harbour, Dorham, Boot Maker. March 2 
at 11 at offices of Wright. Tempest place, Seaham Harbour 

Green, John, Inkborrow, Worcester, Farmer, Feb 26 at 12 at offices 0¢ 
Miller, Broad st, Worcester 

Guest, John, Dudley, Worcester, Baker. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
Stokes, Priory et, Dudley 

Hall, John. Middlesborough, Draper. Feb 29 at 3 at Barker.s Tem- 
perance Hotel, Linthorpe rd, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, Middles- 
borough 

Hathway, John, North Nibley, Gloucester, Farmer. March 1 at 10 at 
the Bell and Castle Hotel, Dursley. Jackson, Stroud 

Haves, George, Worcester, Cab Pruprietor. Feb 29 at 3 at offices of 
Meredith, College st, Worcester 

Heald, Henry, Bowling, Bradford, York, Draper. Feb 26 at 10 at offices 
of Dennotts, Tyrrell st, bradford 

Hender, James, and Rebecca Grace Hender, Bodmin, Cornwal}, Iron- 
mongers. Feb 26 atl at the George and Railway Hotel, Bristol. 
Collins, Bodmin 

Hil!, James, Rochdale, Lanceshire, Draper. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
Roberts and Son, Jobn st, Rochdale 

Hocder, Alfred, Richmond, Surrey, Chemist, Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
Lay, Cheapside 

Hulme, i homas, Oldham, Lancashire, Cotton Waste Dealer. March 3 

Lancashire, Potato Dealer. Feb 28 at 12 at 


March 1 at 3 at offices 


at 3 at «flicesof Royle, Cheapside, King et, Manchest-r 
Hanter, Jonn, Hindley, 
offices of Wood, King st, Wigan 
Israel, Nathan, Manchester, boot Merchant. Feb 28 at 10 at offces of 
Be:t, Lower King st, Manchester 
Jalfon, Lyon, Reigate, Sarrey, Sch Feb26 at 3 at the Mar- 
Feb 


ket Hall, Redhill. Grece 

Jenkins, John Herbert, Swanses. Glamorgan, Mining Engineer. 
28 at }1 at offces of Brown ard Collins, Worcester piace, Swansea 

Jobnson, Henry, Liverpoo!, Grocer. March 2 at 3 at offices of Nordon, 
Cook st, Liverpool 

Jones, James Edwund, Gloucerter, Architect. March | at 3 at offices 
of Haines, St John’s lane, Gloucester 

Jones, Robert, Walton, Lancashire, out of business. Feb 29 at2 at 
offices of Jones, Harrington st, Liverpool! 

Kertle, Benjamin, Shoreham, Sussex, Boot Maker. March 4 at 1! at 
(fices of Goodman, Brighton 

Lack, Sarah, and Ferdinand Geber, Worship st, Finsbury, Stationers. 
Feb 28 at 2 at offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghali st. 
Sydney, Leadenial) st 

Lidstone, Richard, Kingsland, Hereford, Butcher. Feb 26 at 3 at offices 
of Andrews, Corn square, Leominster 

Lightfoot, Thomas, and George Foden, Northwich, Cheshire, Grocers. 
Feb29 at 4 at offices of Addieshaw and Warbarton, King st, Man- 
chester 

Litile, Narborough Roxiey Jobn, Bridge rd, Hammersmith, Wine Mer- 
chant’s Clerk. Feb 24 at 11 at Dick’s Coffee House, Fleet st. John- 
sop, Arundel st, Strand 

Lowedcle, Kobert, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Frniterer. Feb 24 at 11 
at offees of Draper, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 

Lourie, Adolph, Leadenhall st, Oil Merchant. Feb 28 at 2 at offices of 
Ditton, ijropmonger lase 

Merry, William, and Thomes Richsrd Merry, High st, Whitechapel, 
Provision Merebants. March 8 at 12 at the London Tavern, Bishope- 
gete st within, Carter and Bell, Eastchesp 








Messenger, Henry, Naval row, Blackwall, Licensed Victualler Feb 
28 at 3 at the City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Birchall, Gragg. 


charch st 
< Is, bey nee mpetoes. —_—' ho <a oqpune _— 6 at Satthe: 
ueen's Hot pany, Limited, Carlisle parade, Hastings, Macks 
to n and Co, Lincoln's inn fields < w 
Moore, Henry, Leominster, Hereford, Solicitor. Feb 26 at 1) At offices 
of Llanwarne, St John st, Hereford, 
Mutter, William Henry, Effingham, Surrey, Farmer, March 1 at} a 
offices of Smallpeice, Lancaster piace, Strand 
Naphtali, Berjamin, Birmingham, Vocalist. Feb 26 at 11 at offices of 
won ve wong ee ee 
ewby, Harrison Birks, Lincoln, Shopkeeper. Feb 24 at 11 at offices 
Page, jun, Flaxen gate, Lincoln sede ad 
Norman, Charles Lucas, Sheffield, Builder. Feb 25 at 3.30 at offices of 
Parker and Brailsford, Talbot chambers, North Church st, Sheffield 
O'Hanton, John, Liverpool, out of business, Murch 4 at 11 at officesot 
Lowe, Castle st, Liverpoo! 
Poad, Albert. Bristol, Boot Maker. Feb 25 at 12 at offices of Triggs, 
Broad st, Bristol, Benson and Thomas, Bristol 
Prichard, David, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, Butcher. Feb 29 at 11 atthe 
Victoria Hote!, Menai Bridge. Jones, Menai Bridge 
Raine, Nicholas, South Hylton, D urham, Iron Manufacturer. Feb 93 qt 
3 at offices of Monkhouse and Co, St Nicholas buildings, Newcastle 
upon-Tyne, Wright, Sunderland 
Reeve, John, Birmingham, Sauce Manufacturer. Feb 26 at 11 at offices 
of Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 
Roberts, Edward, Llaneliy, Carmartuen, General Dealer. Feb 28 at i] 
at cflices of Howell, Stepney st, Lianelly 
Robinson, Richard, Ulverston, Lancashire, Beerhouse Keeper. March 
2atl2 at the Queen’s Hotel, Ulverstun. Meakin and Hall, Fin. 
bury pavement 
Routledge, George Frederick, Churton st, Pimlico, Boot Maker, Feb 
26 at 12 at offices of Biake and Snow, Coliege hill 
Saunders, Thomas, Swansea, Wine Merchant, Feb 23 at 1 at offices of 
Bell and Co, Bow Churchyard, Cheapside, Davies and Hartland 
Schofield, John, Heckmondwike, York, Ironmonger, Feb 28 at 2atthe 
Black Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Ibbverson, Heckmondwike 
Schrieber, Simon, Hackney rd, Dealer in Window Glass, March 4 at 
10.30 at offices of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End 
Shepherd, Alfred, Hartshiil, nr Stoke-upon-Trent, Co mmission Agent, 
Feb 23 at 11 at offices of stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 
Smith, Sidney Allen, Makeney, Derby, out of business, Feb 26 at3 at 
the County Hotel, St Mary’s gate, Derby. Wheatc roft 
Smith, William Henry, Enstone, Oxford, Licensed Victualler. March} 
at 2 at 28, Pembroke st, Oxford. Cooper, Chancery lane 
Southerton, Alfred, Cliftonville, Sussex, Plumber. Feb 29 at $ at 
offices of Nye, North st, Brighton 
Spencer, Thomas John, Middelton place, St John st rd, Goldsmith 
Feb 28 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Steels, William Henry, Bradford, York, Grocer. 
of Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Stout, Frederick George, Gateshead, Durham, Innkeeper. 
3 at offices of Harle, Akenside hill, Newcastle-upon- Tyne 
Swyer, Thomas Henry Frampton, Newton Abbot, Devon, Grocer. Feb 
28 at 13.30 at the New London Ion, Exeter. Watts, Yeovil 
Tarratt, Clarence Eugene, Mare st, Hackney, Hosier. Feb 22 at3at 
offices of Catuiin, Guildhall yard 
Tennent, Robe’t Bowman, Walbrook, Commission Agent. Mareh 3 at 
3 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook h 
Thomas, John. sen, Middlesborough, York, Ironmaster, Feb 26 at ll 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Zetland rd, Middlesborough. Addenbrooke, 
Middlesborough 
Thomes, Jobn, sen, Middlesborough, Ironfounder. Feb 29 at 11 at the 
Qneen Hotel, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, Middlesborough 
Thomas, Louisa Ann, Middlesnorough, York, Lronfounder. Feb 29 at 
12 at the Queen Hotel. Middlesborongh. Kainbridge, Middlesborough 
Thomlinson, Robert, Armathwaite, Cumberland, Draper. Feb 26 atl 
at offices of Tnornburn, Bank st, Carlisle 
Thompson, Trayton Richard, Dane hill, Sussex, Grocer, Feb 29 at? 
at offices of Reed and Lovell, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 
Turley (and not Tinley, as erroneously printed in the Gazette of the 
8th inst), Eleazer, and Harriet Diloot, Petham and not Peckham, Kent, 
ga Feb 26 at 3 at the Fleur-de-Lis Inn, Canterbury, smith, 
ythe 
Uitley, Joseph Brooks, Great Horton, Bradford, York, Tailer. Feb 2% 
at 11 at the Sun Hotel, Sun Bridgs rd, Bradford, Rhodes, Bradford 
Vesey, Robert Mason, Bury, Lancashire, Mineral Merchant. Feb 25 
at 2 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburtoa, King st, Manchester 
Vodden, John, Chadsmoor, Cannock, Stafford, Carpenter. Fed 29 
at 11 at ottices of Glover, Park st, Walsall 
Watkins, George, Newport, Monmouth, Grocer. Feb 28 at 2 at offices 
of Pain and Son, Dock st, Newport 
Webb, James, Wynford rd, Barnsbary rd, Provision Dealer.Feb 23 at- 
10 at offices of Thwaites, Basinghall st. Parke, Coleman st 
Webster, Thomas, Durbam, Cabinet Maker, Feb 29 at12 at Cart’s 
Half Moon Hotel, Darham. Brignall, jun, Durbam 
Wetzlar, George, Marlborough villas, Mariborough rd, Dalston, Dia- 
mond Merchart. Feb 23 at 3 at offices of Barnett, New Broad st 
Whitfield, William, Horton, Durham, Fruiterer, Feb 25 at 11 at offices 
of Deoem, Finkle st, Stockton-on-l'ees 
Whitehill, William, Ashton, Birmingham, Machinist. Feb 25 at3at 
offices of Dake, Temple row, Birmingbam 
Wilkinson, John, Bradford, York, Fent Merchant. Feb 28 at li at 
offices of Moore, Old Market, Market st, Bradford 
Winn, William Heslop, Leeds, York, Tailor, Feb 23 at 3 at offices of 
Hayes and Younghusband, Britannia buildings, Oxford place, Leeds. 
a! n 


tchinso 

Witty, James Heaton, Sneinton, Nottingham, Boat Builder. Feb 25at 
12 at offices of Brittle, St Pever’s gates, Nottingham 

Woodhead, Sam, Stockton-on-Tees, Darham, Innkeeper. Feb 29 at 10 
at offices of Beliringer, High st, stockton-on-Tees 

Wright, David, Bradford, York, Machine Broker, Feb 25 at 1086 
ottices of Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Wright, John, Middlesborough, York, Grocer, Feb 29 at? at the 
Neville Hotel, Neville st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne.  Addeabrooke, 


Feb 25 at 3 at offices 
March 6 at 





